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Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 

w n—Bnrr 3-^-i5Ti3r~(H) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 


^ tf ?T cd4]‘ ( M:< i g ro ^ ^ 3n^ 

statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


Tiirm^r 

^ 5 2011 

w. 31T. 2480.—TO ^ wnr, «Tin-ll, 3, '3^-'snr5 (ii) ’4’ 3r<?iifvm to 

^ u 7/3/200811 2011 ^ ^ ^ atflr ^ 1 93^ 

^ WJ 8 (4) ^Tm?^TfecT^-Uro (1) ^ "SKm^ T^cT^^SRI. 

^ 5 2011 ^)M4 r^clH<,2013^W^|iH^^^^3flTafrafV^^»lR?ft^ft^ 

iNr ^ Tjonkt ^ ^ TOt t I 


3360 GVIl 


(6561) 


7/3/2008-^3?)-1 ] 

^3^ ^*1K, 
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MINISTRY or FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

OOHRiGENDlIM 
New Delhi, the 5th Septeiid}er, 2011 

S.0.2^80.—In supersession of the notification of the Government of India, Ministry of Finance, Dq>artment of 
Financial Services, No. 7/3/2008>B. O.^I, dated the 11th August2011, published in the Gazette of India, Fart n. Section 3, Sub- 
section (ii) and in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) (rf’Siib-section (1) read with Sub-sectkm (4) of Section 8 of the 
Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, the Central Government, haid}yre<4f)pdnts Dr. D.Sd)barao as Govmxa* of the Resove Bank 
of India for a further period of two years commencing fimn 5th Sqjtembei; 2011 and ending with 4th Sqileniber, 2013. 

fF.No.7/3/2008-B.O.-I] 
UMESH KUMAR, Jt. Secy. 


5 #fl«?R, 20 n 

3tT. 2481.—a^R: PHilH 1961 (1961 W47) ^ «IRI6 (2) ^'515 (ii) ^ 

fviolMll ^ ^ cll^ #T 3WaH 3P1^ dUf^lf d4), ^ 1^, 

^ 1 ^ (-^ ^ ^ dWKP il eigK ^11 


NcrnFiDaic^ii 


[■qJT. 6 / 1 / 2008 -^- 1 ] 

3!^ tHpqq 


New Delhi, fiieS^fieplraiber, 2011 

S.0.2481.—In exercise of the poM%r$conferTedbycltmse<o)^of Sub-section (1) of Section 6 read with clause (ii) 
of Sub-section (2) of Section 6 of the Deposit Insurance and (>edii(^«antee Cmpmmion Act, l%i (47of 1961), the Central 
Government, in consultation with Reserve Bank of India, her^nerainates Shii Kamlesh Shiyji >dkanis^ as part time non 
ofiicial Director on the Board of Directors of Deposit Insurai^andCredit Guarantee Corporation (DICGC) for a period of 
three years fiom the date of his notification, or until fiirther orders, whichever is earlier. 

IF.NO.6/1/2008-B.O.-I1 
VU AY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

^ 2011 
U 7/2011-12 


W. OT. 2482.—3IFm arfllfWI 1961 (1961 ^ 43m) m 10(23»T) (vi) ^ 3imT 

ftmfm^-1962 2 ^ SRI WT viPcW^Y mi ^ ^ siFimT an^mr, mbiy ndSff Ri “<wwh ftmm 

msR, ym xr xk, ^ ^ hri ^ mf 2007-08 ^ sip) ?im finRiRad ^ 

1 -3^ 3Tm mi 31^ 3?*?^ -3^ aiPi mi iPiW ^ ?i«n arrmi: ^ 

^ m^ fs^ ^ I m t^ ^rci gncr ^ ^ 1^RWi 

mi mpf tw ytm ^ ^ ^ si^nm mt4 mf f mt»ft 

31 -^l^f+M mi ^ it I 

2 mx fHijirwl 3 M j«=w mx ^ W*id ^ tiKi 11 'aRvm (5) "^ FiPiRvi 

3 T«i^ T^m ^ sifiiim^ ^ 3 i«im ?i(| 5 i^ ^ ^ 31 ^ 

3m?T Twi ^ f^) mi m^ a^ m^m wk*if 1 

^ mt ^ ^ 31#^ ^ iiRiPim miT ^ iwi mukit miro stcpi ^ ^ 

7 ^ mm) a I 
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4 ^1^raffeft3ipwTafifM5rw, 196 I 

^ «niT I 

6. 31PWR 3rfiif5w>? nfl mi 10(23 n) ^ 115 ^rem ^irg^F 15 ^ Ticif ^ ^ ^ 

7 , "^iir ^ w»'an(^ "^w TW? ^ ^irw^ I 

IR ■^.aflT.sn./acn.sT. (ttsf. )Mw 2 on - 2012/2224 ] 
fifWIiO, ■ 55*1 3TPW^ 3n^?T 

0¥FiCEO¥im^mmxmmmoffmov income^iax 

2011 

No. 7nmmt 

S.O. 2482.:p-4&ex!n!eis&ofthepowm<x)i]feiTed l^ clause (vi)ofSection 10(230) of the Ihcome-tax Act, 1961(43 
of 1961) read widi niie 2£l!Aof tbe bioonrelkx R^ 19^, 1; ttfs^^ltiefOlfiiimsskmer (tf* Tax, Jodl^>ur herein zq^xcve 
“RajastfaanMkas'Santl&uTeesiaPnihar Bhawan, Ist^Rba^Sadarpura, Jodhpur/’ for the purpose of the said section for 
the assessment ^e8rr28Q7-0S onwards, sui:^ totlie^ribwinsottKtttfons : 

1. the assessee^^ its income, mraoaimul^ fOTnp^ytiGation wholly and exclusively to educational purpose 

onfy. ThenasMsee trust shall hawe to adhme to its under taking that the activities of the Institute shall be 
ooiifiiied oid^teediicational purpose. The institute shall do no other activity except education. 

1 theassesseematttiot iiivest or deposit itsfhnds (other than voluntary contribution received and niaintained in Ute 
foraMtfjewcllsr^ hiriutiBe for ai^period dniiirgtheprevious yearn rdevam to the asse^^ 

above odrerwiseihan in any one or mmeolNhe fcams or modes specified in $ub>section (5) of section 11; 

3. Uus ordor wiH not an>ly in r^ation to any irmome beii^ profits and gain of business, unless the business is 
incidmtal to the attaiiuiiein of the ot{|ectives4#theassttsee arid separate books of accounts are niaintained in 
respect of such business; 

4. the assessee will regidariy file its return (tf income before the income-tax authority in accordance with the 
provisions of Inomne-tax Act, 1961; 

5. that in the event of dissolutum, its surplus and tire assets will be given to a charitable organization with similar 
objectives and no part of the ssuiie will go tomiy of the members of the Institution. 

6 The ai^roval will not apply in relation to arronymous donations in terms of the fifteenth proviso to section 
10(23C) r.w.s. llSBiBCt^theAct 

7. This nmification will remain inibxoe until it is withdrawn. 

[No. (XIT/rrc)(Tedi.)/Ju/2011-2012/2224] 
DILEEP SHTVPURI, Chief Ommissioner of Income Tax 

'ap^5C;7 ftl?p3ST, 2011 
6/2011-12 

aw. 24«9'—3??WWrrfPW1962 2 #T?^77T«T ^73#r 1961 (196l ^ 43^') ^ mi 

10 ^(23 #) ^(vi) ifiRwwiTwtr iRhi ^anw an^, M 

2010-11 Tl? 31P^^ d l ftW ^AADTS2208M ’* 

(23 ^’OT-WRl (vi) 1 

(u ^an.3a/at3ii3ii (-^ )/3R/i(y( 23^)( vi )/i i -12/3038 ] 
^^71 ^<SH 3TF1^57' 
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Jaipur, the 7th September, 2011 
No. 6/2011-12 

S.O. 2483.—^In exercise of the powers conferred sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) real with rule 2CA of the Income-tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, Jaipur 
hereby approves “Sanskar Vidhya Mandir Siksha Samiti, Deoli, District-Tonk (PAN-AADTS2208M)” for the purpose of 
said section from A. Y. 2010-11 and onwards. 

2. Provided that the society conforms to and complies with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23 C) of 
Section 10 of the Income-tax 1961 read with rule 2CAofthe Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No. CCrr/JPR/AddL Crr(Hqrs.)/10(23CXvi)/2011-12/3038] 
MUKESH BHANTI, Chief Commissioner of Income Tax 

13 2011 

w. 3tr. 2484.—'^ 1939 ^ 60 i938 110 ^^ (1 ) 

sm 31^ ^ ^ ^ t afR •3 rt ^FTfrrf^ 


I. # ^ lift wm, 

z at -aft. Rsf. ^n^rWt wnM) 

3. «ft Sftm, ^ 31 ^ RT 3 nWRi 5 T) wt 

4. # T^31TWtt3[^ T?2T Rtt^JTst, 


13013/04/2011 -^-I ] 

sm 


New Delhi, the 13th Sqnember, 2011 

S.O. 2484.—In e>«rcise of the powers conferred Sub-section 1 ofSection llOGofthe Insurance Act, 1938 read 
with rules 60 (rfthc Insurance Rules, 1939, the Central Government her^y constitutes a Consultative Committee and for 
that purpose ai^int the following persons as Chauman and Members of the said Committee for a period of three years from 
the date of puWcation of this notification in the Official Gazette, namefy:— 


l.ShriJ.HaiiNaiayai]^Qiaiimaii,IRDA Chairman 

2. Shii G N. Bajpai(F(nmerChainnan, SEBIandUC) Member 

3. Shii D. Soigi^OFonner QjainnanGIC and CMD, NIACL) Nfember 

4. Shii B. Chakrabaiti, (Fonner CMD NIACL and CMD, NKX) Member 


[F. No. H-12013/04/2011-lns, I] 

____I_ J.K.MEHAN, Under Secy. 

’areihT'itew 
(T5TftT»«TfimFrr) 

8 ^I?F5R,2011 

w. 3?r. 2485.—wipfl (3Pr^ ^ 'snih) fm, i976^f^ 10 
(4) 3tffRq ^ l^rqm 31^ ^ 80 ^ 3lf^ 

^ tNt ^ ?fir4RitRr ?rR : 

ftT'jnfH Cqrqr ^ ^ 3n^) 

R-IO/R, ■^-24, ^1^(51-201301 
^ w (*3?^ "a^) 

11013/1/2008-1^] 
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MINISTRY OF COMMERCE ANDINDUSTRY 
(Department of Commeroe) 

New Delhi, the 8th September, 2011 

S.O. 2485.—In pursuance of Sub>nile (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purposes of the 
union) Rules, 1976, the C^tral Govt, hereby notifies the following office under Department of Commerce, whereof more 
than 80% staff have acquired a woricing knowledge of Hindi: 

Footwear Design and Developm^t Institute (FDDI) 

A-IO/A, Sector-24, Nbida-201301 
Distt Gautam Budha Nagar (U. R), 

India 

[No. E-11013/V200841indi] 
SmL DEVKI, Director 

Tim 

(aBBrar%8iiTftTnir) 

25 3FRIT, 2011 

mW. 2486.—^ 1971 ( 1971 ^ 40) ^ ^ 3 

gKi 31^1^ nijn 9 ^ti ^ <j*ro nif^«w ^ ^Tcih (2) ^ ^ ^ 

^3ilPl«W< ^ ^ ^ ^ 4»Fif ^ I 

7f#raBT 




ilNiaJdl 53rlfH4L 

TiT^fft^i Aa)Pi«6l uwFT, if uflfiicr m - 3 ^ ^ ^ 

3T«i?iT "qi: Tiq trfUR I 


[mu 14-25/2010-'5tt5B-I] 


MEVTSTKY OF HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 
(Dqiartment of Hig^ Education) 

New Delhi, the 25th August, 2011 

S.O. 2486.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 3 of the Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40Qf 1971), the C^itral Government hereto appoints the officer mentioned in column (1) of the Table 
below, being the officer equivalent to the rank of gazetted officers of the Government, to be Estate Officer for the purposes 
of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred and perform the duties imposed, on estate officer by or under the 
said Act, within the local limits ofhis jurisdiction in respect of the public premises specified in column (2) of the said Table. 

lABLE 


Designation of the officer 

Categories of public premises and local limits of jurisdiction 

Project Engineer, 

Indian Institute of Technology, 
Indore. 

Premises belonging to, or taken on lease or requisitioned by or on behalf of the Indian 
Institute of Technology, Indore. 

[F. No. 14-25/2010-TS-Il 
PRISCA MATHEW, Under Secy. 
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2011 

2487.— mfMW , SlftlPm, 2008 ( 2008 ^ 27) WO-9 ^ 

(1) ^ ^ 3RW ^ tiwK, nn\si<i 3n| 3?R ^ : 2001), 

SKI 31«TO 3TiF^ 30^ 

rT?? # ^ twrRPT 3nf5l^ r«irH^IH4> t I 

[m ^ T?-l 2023/1/2011-T?^] 
^ WB 3?^ 

MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVMIQN 
(ADSectkMi) 

New Delhi, the 2iid Sq)teiid3a; 2011 

S.O. 2487.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sectioii (1) of Section 9 of the AiqxMt Eomcnnic regulatory 
Authority of India Act, 2008 (27 of 2008), the Central Government heid^ assign the additional charge of the post of 
Secretary, Airports Economic Regulatory Authoirty to Caft. Kiqril Chanfiiary, IRS (C & CE: 2001), Director (L^), Airports 
Economic Regulatory Authority, New Delhi with immediate effect till the regular incumbent joins the post or till filler 
orders, which^er is earUer. 

\F, No. A. 12023/1/2011-AD ] 

_ SYED IMRAN AHMED, Under Secy. 

( dldld i tm m) 

^t^,8te»3R,2011 

^.3tr. 2488.—INHPtcb sfiT (Wt ^ 1948 (1948 ^ 41) ^ *80 2 ^ ^ 

(4^) ^ ^ ?h ^rtR, ffw ^ 8 - 9-201 to # 

rt^i^rmr, (rtT^) ^ grfTOfl^ ^ wi % 1 

[R ^-4330/1/2006] 

3IR QRHf44l, 3WT (ehT^dO 

MINISTRY OFEXTfmUL AFFAIRS 
(CPV Division) 

New Delhi, the 8th September, 2011 

S.O. 2488.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths and 
fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government her^y authorize Shri Sanjay Kumar, PAand Shri Vikram SinghThakur, 
Assistant, Embassy of India, Bamako (Mali) to perform their duties of Assistant Consular Officers with effect from 
8 th September, 2011. 

(N6.T-4330/1/2006) 
R K. PERINDIA, Und^ Secy. (Consular) 

rtftanr ^R5>iiw*^n9Rr 
6 Rf; 20«1 

w.air. 2489.—'^ arfriiro, 1948 (1948 wi6) 10 ^( 2 ) to v i fai^lf ^ inh 
^ >rKn1<i WTTf ^ rtirt-l Pi^-iRnHaa sfiT 

'f 'linn: :— 

2. arm^ to -4'^ 1948 (1948 ^ I 6 ) 

rtFT-I ' 4 * 58 ^ ^ 4 >MH 2 ^ 3 ^ yf^Oxd^T TOffcf iHHl^Psid ^ atdf^ : 







iW\ 3(n)] 


n, 2011/^ 26,1933 


6567 


^ 'jw’wr 

1IR5ET WW ••6^ ti'wv 

(i) fift*w3i|5?d?5M (M»ig ^ m ^«46y< ftw fi wui ?^, 

(^ 4-9-2010 ^ 'm 

(u) yWilftcWi TO 9>i3^ ^ (liW) 'A ^ 3IR -sKR^j 

C*lf^ 1^*!r^ 11-9-2010 ^ 3W«n ^ ^ 

31^ 

(iii) » ^4Pe ^ 4fniW^ ) ^ SIR f^W^ftllkrl^, 

(Tift[t^5!Nr 14-9-2010 wm 

sIHH ^>t ^) I 

Cufij ftpfw 4-9-2010 ^ 3i«?^ 'm amro 

(v) 4<wl6 i fe«H< T^* i«xS>4>ftRd 4f |q ^^fejW (Siwf) ti'^m 3TO’' 

C^ 1^^ 14-9-2010 ^ a(T*WI 1??^ ^ 

[U ^-12017/75/2005-lfti] 
3?%n f^m<fl, 3ra^ 

MlNBimr CW'HEAUH AND E4M1LY WE2JARE 
New Delhi, the 6th M^, 2011 

S.O. 2489.—^In exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub’5ection(2) of Section 10 of the Dentists Act, 1948 (16 of 
1948), the Central GovemmentaAercau^tatitm with Dental Council ofindia her^, makes the following amendments in 
Part'I ofthe Schedule to the said Act, namefy:— 

2. In the existing entries ofo^umns 2 and 3 against Serial No. 58, in part-1 ofthe Schedule to the Dentists Act, 1948 
(16 of 1948) pertaining to leoognititm of dental d^iees awarded 1^ Dr. Bhim Rao Ambedkar Universily, Agra, the following 
entries shall be inserted thereunder:— 

**BalHi Banarsi Das Crdlege of Dental Sciaices, Lucknow 

Master of Dental Surgery 

(0 Periodonlology MDS (Peiiodontology), Dr. B. R Ambedkar Univeisity, Agra, 

(if granted on (x: after 4-9-2010) 

^ Prosthodontics and Croym & Bridge MDS (Prostho.), Dr. B. R. Ambedkar Universi^, Agra, 

(if granted on or after 11-9-2010) 

6 ii) Conservative Dentistry and Endodontics MDS (C^wis. Dentistiy.), Dr. B. R. Ambedkar University, Agra, 
(if granted on or after 14-9-2010) 

(iv) Oral AMaxiHofedal Surgery MDS (Oral* Max. SuigX Dr-BR-Ambedkar Univasity, Agra, 

(if granted on cn after 4-9-2010) 

(v) Orthodontics&DentofedaJChthopedics MDS (Ortho.), Dr. B. R. Ambed^ University, Agra.” 
(if granted on or after 14-9-2010) 

[No. V-12017/75/2005-DE1 
ANITA TRIPATHI, Under Secy. 
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(imn mAhui Mflifui > 

xray, 1 anw, 2011 

2490.—^: 

araipi, fimpfrq aiNr afit iRgff wn) 1972 (1972 ^ is) ^ ^ 4 ^ 

^<OT(l)gTrii^Tift6^4nylt>r4>T^^ 4><0^ W4> i < ^ <11^ f^«in 

^ ^ ^ ^ 4ft <im 5 ^ WTT 3m ^itWf 4!T 31^ TFT^ ^ an^ 

iftaifw aiflwrtl TRi^jSro aifti^ 1^414fR!T I 

[^ 4>. 3-5/anT444H/3TR^ WT] 

4R144I 4fST, m1whIW( "SHT^ 

DEPAIMMENT OF POSTS 
(Ofnceofthe Cbkf Postmaster GcaaeniO 
Raipur, the 1st August, 2011 

S.O. 2490.—^Whereas the Central Govenunent is of (pinion that for the purposes of the department inquiry 
relating to Shri Manish Pradhan, IRM, Raipur it is necessary to summon witnesses. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 1^ su]><^ection (1) of Section 4 of the Department Inquiries 
(Enforcement of Attendance of >^itnesses and Production ofDocuments) Act, 1972 (18 of 1972), the Central Government 
ho^ authorizes Shri M. R. Kawadkar as the inquiring authority to exercise the power specified in section 5 of the said Act 
in relaticmto Shri Manish Pradhan, IRM, Raipur working in the Department ofPost. 

[No. Vig. 3-5/RMS/RPDivision] 
J. PANDA, Chief Postmaster General 

'tsrro sftr 

(tpnftetfTnntA fo^PT) 
iiRtfrtr *n44» ■jft' 

4|^l?5ft,23 3n^,2011 


4ir. 2491.—1987 7 ^ (1) ^ m (41) ^ -4' 



Tim 

TO4T 

4roft4 4n4f(4^) 4ft TOqr. 4^ ^ 

7lW4r 

4ft 4144) Sm 3lfo»fi|4 

4Rcft4 TTT44) 3T«T4T 41H4)T, 

^ ift, 4ft 7m afiT 4ft 

WirMd 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

3nf ^ ^ : 3183 : 2007 

t^’ '91^>fo4> - 41^4TO^ 

4ft4SH ira ^ 1^ ^fMId ^ 41^4 

3n^T^R1978 : 1982 
snfl^R 1979 : 1985 

01 44147 , 2011 


TR RTltftR RPRF 4ft RfNf 4T4ft4 RP14 j 4n4» 44'T, 9 4815^ TO RFf, 14^-110002, ^5ft4 
<h \ 4^*ii : 4^ f^, 4ft ^™ , - 5 * 4 ^ 44T TOTT 4n4fewf': 3 Tg4 4 l 4 I4, rIto, ^4^741. 

414 ]^, 4 TH 5 T, Hi* 1 ^ 1 , 4341 , ' 5 ’^ 44 T [q^q'i*cn^<Ji fqsbl I 

[■R4^ : HHdii) 19/^-8] 
■^qtTte‘t^'T^‘31^ (Wt^) 
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17, 2011/^26, 1933 

MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 

(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2491,—^In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each ; 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards 
if any. Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Establ ish- 
ment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS/IS03183:2007 Petroleum 

Natural Gas Industries - Steel 

Pipe for Pipeline Transportation 

Systems 

IS 1978:1982 

181979:1985 

01 St November, 2011 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Z afar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional OflSces: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiiuvananthapuram. 


[Ref: MTD 19/r-8] 
P. GHOSa Sc, ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 

24 2011 

2492.—fTO, 1987 ^ 1^ 7 ^ (1) ^ (15) ^ 'FPR? 


3T^ 


sFR 

wrfqd mSM mH4>(44) ^ 

^ RR45 SKI 3tfd*PKd 

RKcfN Hlddi 37Cf3(T Hldd)!, 

^ TTsqr ^ ^ 

^?«nfqcTf^ 

( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

13778 (*1FT1) :2011 
c! 4’ - ■qfNm q^Pdqi rft i 

— 

24-08-2011 


RRcfN ^ 1^57 •qfcT RTO 

■qHqr 9 im "sm wf, tq^-110002, sNN 




33 /^- 104 ] 
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New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2492.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards herdjy notifies that the Indian Standards to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given 
in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued; 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards 
if any, superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Establish¬ 
ment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 13778 (Part 1); 2011 Winding 

Wires - Test Methods Part 1 

General (First Revision) 

— 

24-08-2011 


Coity of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafer Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Rfif:ET337T-1041 

R. K TREHAN, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Electrotechnical) 

^t^^,24 arrpRT, 2011 

W, W. 2493.—fPR, 1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) C^) ^ srptm 


3^ 


sFR 

■?T54T 

^ifHd *IKdl4 ^ ^ ^ 

# ’HkoI^h hi-i<»5 "gRT 3ifoshfHa 

HM'tJ 

^ # wn #t ^ 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3nf T^R2330 : 2011/3n| 3?) 

8494 : 1998 - 

(^^ 

3n| 2330 : 1986 

31 2011 

1 

3n^TlR6885 (*nn4) ;20U/a7i^T7^ 

#4545-4 : 2005 - 

^ «hdl<dl - *nn 4 =hdl<d! 


30 ■SJft, 2011 


W ^ ■mw 9, w Rpf, Rf P?^-ii0002, 

4)l4ld4T : M 4)ld4>ldl, - 51 ^ ^ 

RFT3^, -^TcRT, ^ -4' ^ Wl^tT f t 

3/^-72 ^ 77 ] 
ifl. Tjrg 
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New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2493.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rhles, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are givoi in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 

SCHEIHJ1£ 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards Established 

No. & year (Sindian Standards 
if any. Superseded 1^ the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Establish¬ 
ment 

(1) 

(2) 

(J) 

(4) 

1 . 

IS 2330:2011/ISO 8494:1998Metaiac 

Materials - Tube - Flanging test 
(second revision) 

IS2330:1986 

31st July, 2011 

2 . 

IS 6885 (Part 4); 2011/IS045454:2005 

Metallic Materials - Knoop hardness 
test Part 4 Table of hardness values 
(finft revision) 


30th June, 2011 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafer Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Nhimbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananth^uram. 

[Rcf:MTD3/T-72&77] 
P. GHOSH, Sc.‘F & Head (MTD) 


T^f^,29 2011 


3IT. 2494.—^ 1988 5 ^ (6) ^ 


•R 


^ "iKM Mdi 

^ 4(dJid 

oR ?Fl4e+> 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

9254278 

i(«TdtyT?r«d, 


08-06-2011 



im, 





^ * 

^ (Vs'Te afiT 




H'JIN 

- 





alk 



[U :#T^*?'^/13 :13 ] 


New Delhi, the 29th August, 2011 

S.O. 2494.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each: 
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SCBEDCIX 

SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No.CM/L- 

Name & Address 
of the Licensee 

Articlc/Process with relevant 
Indian Standards covered by 
the licence cancelled/suspended 

Date of 

Cancelation 

(I) 

(2) 

(3) 


(5) 

1. 

9254278 

M/s Dugal Enterprises, 
GT. Road,Bata]a, 

Distt: Bhathinda, 

Punjab 

Cast Iron/Ductile Iron Drainage 
Pipes and Pipe Fittings for Over 
Ground Non-Pressure Pipeline 
Sodcet and Spigot Series 

0&06-2011 


(No. CMD/n; 13] 
P. K. MUKHOPADHYAY, Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


^ 29 2011 


W. 3Tr. 2495.—’'TRcfH ('SnTPJpT) 1988 ^ 4 ( 5 ) ^ 

^ ^RcTT t en?^‘ ^ t‘, ^ ^ ^ f :— 

3<3^ 







m m. 

^ ar^. 





^ ■'IcTT 


^<s41 



(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

1. 

9841701 

03-02-2011 


Md# 

11722 


1986 




am# #. -if. im, 

#11 -w^ 























■^FSfR 





2 

9845103 

24-02-2011 


(^) 

2932 


2003 





aitr: #R (73) 












3. 

9845507 

03-03-2011 

arm Mt'FSJHd, 


1069 


1993 




673,'?U5^W'^, 








2, 





4. 

9845709 

07-03-2011 

fWcrH, 


14543 


2004 




PFSPI, 
























'4'H, H'3ii«i 





5 . 

9848816 

21-03-2011 

am: mi. 


447 


1988 




■ 72-73, 

























im n—-as 3(u)] 
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(1) (2) (3) _(4)_(5)_ (6) (7) (8) 

6 9851401 20-04-2011 14543 

3n. #1., 691, 

^-1, 

7. 9851704 01-04-2011 14543 

8. 9852706 05-04-2011 3TR. t^*T. 446 

72-73,'3^ 

3T^ ^ 


9. 9852807 06-04-2011 aro^Ic! Tlf^ f»Te^, 

Tte, 

10. 9852908 06-04-2011 W 

3tR 3^. T^q, 

^ ■qm, 

n. 9853607 01-04-2011 fFS 

^72,'^-5, 

"qsteT 

IZ 9858920 25-04-2011 fR^ m 

fH, TTaftel ■^, 3T^TO7, 
qi^g'lcS TTSM 

13. 9859114 11-05-2011 in. 

'4^ ifl*? 

14. 9859619 12-05-2011 ^%T ^ TH. fdPH^S, 

■^f^fqnr, 'qan^ 

15. 9860095 18-05-2011 ^aUTsn RlPni^, 

■afl. “d^r, 

■qaiR 


TTRpq 3JqtaR 


2062 


?F1RT ^ WT, qf^RTT^ 1239 
<T«IT fq^^f §fMW ^ 
fqjfOT ^ 1, ?FfRT ^ 

qrrr 


JiKHl'^irWcb ^ 12585 

(t<Wil5d f<nq>H^i5) 

W7PT 

13334 

qpT-1 




^>5l4’ = 4 ' 


15182 


^<'^*11 <iq<il'i ^ 4923 

5 W 1 CI ^ ollsTc^ 


14543 


(9) 


2004 


2004 


1987 


2006 


2004 


1988 


1998 


2002 


1997 


20M 
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(1) (2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) 


(9) 


16. 9863206 03-05-2011 


4, 5 6, 


1165 


2002 


17. 9864713 31-05-2011 


la 9866111 23-05-2011 


19. 9866212 09-06-2011 


2a 9867517 14-06-2011 


21. 9868822 14-06-2011 


22. 9869824 17-06-2011 


23. 9870001 20-06-2011 


24. 9871508 22-06-2011 


25. 9873714 20-06-2011 


4151, '4'IC1^<I 

T'»Jl4 

1, 

^-Hid 

■cTF^ 3m#F, 

3T*1^ 

^-XXII^ 14/2208, 

12,13 

^dT^-2i,'5«R 

shls fTfeiJl ■%., 

■’Fit 63- 65, 4>W<n 
^04«?5t^, •^fer3^r, 

«T*f ?5ftfH^r<M 
^. ■^. Tt5,-5OT[^, 

«4<dl(rtl, ■'T5TR 

'^. ■^*7• 3IT. ■%., 

■'■TRT, 

9f5l^i, 






■3^ fq^^Tia 

sfhc ^ 


, A , A __ 

sTR ^qqr>i 


2347 


8944 


1786 


2347 


- 3906 

•4lleid ■4t3 
dKl qicrii 'Pl’FS^ 

ZITT 

''^RlcT 3^Wr{ - 3906 

■ 5 ^ ■^I^TcT ■’Tte ■'R 
cii4l qidi 

15182 


^ 3fR tl?! -STd ^ 8329 

1 d^ VM’i cT^ 

clM ^ ^ l^’ST# ^ 1897 


2006 


1978 


2008 


2006 


1995 


1995 


2002 


2000 


2008 


'if ti ■ i I 


iril* 


I ««' 


.h 




[ Wl 3(ii)3 W ^ 17, 20H/^26, 1933_^ 


(1) (2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) 

(9) 

26. 9874514 18-07-2011 

it. SIR. Rlit^^ 1^., 

S«£C^it 

15603 

2005 


[U : 11 ] 

it. ■gistwirT, 


New Delhi, the 29th August, 2011 

S.O. 2495.—In pursuance of sub^regulation (S) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


a 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Section 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

0) 

(8) 

(9) 

1 . 

9841701 

3-2-2011 

M/s Bhawani Industries 
Ltd., Ajnali, G T. Road, 
Mandigobindgarh, 

Distt: Fatehgarh Sahib, 
Punjab 

Thin walled flexible 
quick coupling pipes 

11722 



1986 

z 

9845103 

24^-2011 

M/s Berger Paints India 
Limited, SIDCQ Industrial 
Growth Center, Samba 
Distt: Janinni,J&K 

Enamel, Synthetic, 
Exterior: (a) Under¬ 
coating (b) Finishing 

2932 



2003 

3. 

9845507 

03^3-11 

M/s Anand Perfumery, 

673, Indl. Area, Miase-n, 
Chandigarh-160002 

Quality Tolerances for 
Water 1069 for Storage 
Batteries 

1069 



1993 

4. 

9845709 

07-03-11 

M/s Divya Minerals, 

Milage Rail Majra, Near 
Maxindia, Teh Balachor 
Saheed Bhagat Singh 
Nagar Distt. iNawashahar, 
Punjab 

Padca^ Drinking 
Water 

14543 



2m 

5. 

9848816 

21-03-11 

M/sR. M. Erqxrits, 72-73, 
Gulab Singh Nagar; Behind 
Industrial Estate Distt: 
Jalandhar, Punjab 

Rubber hose for 
welding 

447 



1988 

6 . 

9851401 

204-11 

M/s YKM Bottling 
Corrqrany Pvt Ltd., 691, 
Industrial Area, Phase-I, 
Distt: CharuUgarh-160002 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 



2m 

7. 

9851704 

01-04-11 

M/s Raina Food Products, 
KhandwalRO. Simbol, 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 



2004 


JammuDistt.; Jammu, 
J&K 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

8. 

9852706 

054)4-11 

M/s R. M. Exports, 72-73, 
OulabSing^ Nagar, 

Behind Industrial Estate, 
Distt.: Jalandhar, 

Punjab 

Rubber air hose 

446 


1987 

9. 

9852807 

0604-11 

M/s Aggarwal Steel 

Rolling Mills, Main 

Road, SIDCO Industrial 
Convex, Bari Biahmana 
Distt.: Jammu, J&K 

For General Structural 
Purpose 

2062 


2006 

10 . 

9852908 

0604-11 

M/s K. C. Soni & Sons, 
Steels Private Limited, 
Village Haibanspura 

Tehsil Sirhind, Near 

RIMT Engineering 

College, Mandi 

Gobindgarh Distt.: 
Fatehgarh Sahib, 
Punjab-147301 

Mild Steel Tubes 
Tubulars and Other 
Wrought Steel 

Fittings Part-1 

1239 


2004 

11 . 

9853607 

0104-11 

M/s Grand Industries, 
D-72, Phase-5, Focal 

Point, Distt.: Ludhiana, 
Punjab 

Thermoplastic Hoses 
(Textile Reinforced) 
for Water - General 
Purpose 

12585 


1988 

12 . 

9858920 

2504-11 

M/s ^%hwas Milk 

Products Pvt. Ltd., 
MajithaRoad, 

Fatehgarh Churian, 

Distt: Amritsar, Punjab 

SkiinmedMilk 

Powder Part 1 

13334 


1989 

13. 

9859114 

11-5-11 

M/s Pioneer Pesticides 

Pvt. Ltd., Industrial 

Growth Centre, 

Samba Distt.; Jammu, 

J&K 

Propioonazole 

15182 


2002 

14. 

9859619 

12-5-11 

M/s Munish Forge Private 
Limited, Wlage Gol^- 
garh. Adjoining Phase-VII, 
Focal Point Distt. 

Ludhiana, Punjab 

Hollow steel sections 
for structural use 

4923 


1997 

15. 

9860095 

1805-11 

M/s Doaba Foods Ltd., 
G.T. Road, Mandi 
Oobindgaih Distt. 
Fatehgarh Sahib, 

Punjab 

Packaged Drinking 
Water 

14543 


2001 

16. 

9863206 

0305-11 

M/s ChanalQ^a Dairy 
Products Ltd., Plot 

No. 4,5,6, Focal Point, 
Mandi Gobindgarh, 

Distt.: Fatehgarh Sahib, 
Punjab-147301 

Milk Powder 

1165 


2002 


■ 1 >1 III.fa 


I IIIP l>MM|. ii.H||P^ I l.ilH.MI JIPimilll PlfOiyiin ■ 


MfiipwpaiW*4Pi|i|i‘l •'H 






n- 

3(ii)] 

:re?P^17,201l/^26, 1933 
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( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 

( 6 ) 

(7) (8) 

( 9 ) 

17. 

9864713 

31-05-11 

M/s Raina Industries 
Kacha Paha Jagatpura 
Road, SunamDistt. 

Sangrur, Punjab 

. Domestic Pressure 
Cookers 

2347 


2006 

18. 

9866111 

23-4)5-11 

M/s Rajdhani Petro 
Chemical Phase I, IGC, 
Samba Distt; Jammu, 

J&K 

Chlorpyrifos Emulsi- 
liable Concentrates 

8944 


1978 

19. 

9866212 

094)6-11 

M/s. Bansal Ispat Udyog, 

G T. Road Sirhind Side, 
Mandi Gobindgarh 
TehsilAmloh Distt.; 
Fatehgarh Sahib, 

Punjab 

High strength deformed 
steel bars and wires for 
concrete reinforcement 

1786 


2m 

20. 

9867517 

14-06-11 

M/s J.B.J.T. Traders, 

Near Snow Agro, Khadial 
Road, SunamDistt.: 
Sangrur, Punjab 

Domestic Pressure 
Cookers 

2347 


2006 

21. 

9868822 

14-06-11 

M/s Aman Agro Industries, 
B-XXn,E-14/2208, Dying 
Complex, Near Oswal 

Dying Bahadm K. Road, 
Distt.: Ludhiana, Punjab 

Crop Protection Equip¬ 
ment Hand-operated 
Knapsack Sprayer 

Piston Type 

3906 


1995 

22. 

9869824 

17-06-11 

M/s Goodwill Agrotech, 

12,13 Wariana Industrial 
Complex, Block-2, Leather 
Complex Road Distt.: 
Jalandhar, Punjab 

Crop Protection 
Equipment Hand- 
operated Knapsack 
Sprayer Piston Type 

3906 


1995 

23. 

9870001 

204)6-11 

M/s Crop Chemicals India 
Ltd., C-63-65, Focal Point 
Kotkapura Distt.: Faridkot, 
Punjab 

Propiconazoie 

15182 


2002 

24. 

9871508 

22-06-11 

M/s Dharam Engineering 
Company, G T. Road, 

Batala Distt. . (^ndaspur, 
Punjab 

Centrifiigally Cast 
(Spun) Ductile Iron 
Pressure Pipes for 

Water Gas and 

Sewage 

8329 


2000 

25. 

9873714 

204)6-11 

M/s JMW India Pvt. Ltd., 
Near SIDCO Complex, 

Bari Brahmana, Distt: 
Jammu, J&K-181133 

Copper strip for 
electrical purposes 

1897 


2008 

26. 

9874514 

184)7-11 

M/s B, R. Agrotech Ltd., 
Industrial Area, SIDCO 
Kathua Distt.: Jammu 
and Kashhmir-184101 

Alphacypermathrin, 

WP 

15603 


2005 


[No.CMD/13: 111 
P. K. MUKHOPADHYAY, Sc. ‘F' & Head 
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^fe(t, 30 2011 

^ t ^ 313^ ^ "Tl? i* ^ ^ ttii f 


^ ^ M 3^ ^ ■sn^ sro aiPd^rnd 

Tim ■*TPT^*, 


1. 3ntT^6016:2009/3nf : 3253 : 6016 : 1982 31 3mH, 2011 

1998 ('q^ 'gpfNror) 

3?k ^ #jT 


^ ^ 3rM T[m: *m, 9 m wfi iipf, if %^-i 10002 , 

soTlfeRf : if f^, ^^cl'hWl, -^J^f iqi WlsR : 31FWK, -^1^, 

3 c;i^Id 1 , J<;(NK, 1113 ^, IFT^T, I^IT, 3 ^ 1 «?I ^ fW t I 


[^ : 11/^- 5 ] 

it, iti, %riiir t^' 113 ^ (wtit) 


New Delhi, the 30th August, 2011 


S.O. 2496.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule hereto 
annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No., Title & Year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards 
if any, Superseded by the New 
Indian Standard 

Date of Establishment 

1. 

IS 6016:2009/ISO3253:1998 Gas welding 

156016:1982 

31st August, 2011 


equipment—^Hose connections for 

(first revision) 



equipment for welding, cutting and allied 




processess (Second revision) 




Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur Shah 
Zafer Marg New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices; New Delhi, Kdkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram, 


[Ref:MrD117r-5] 
P. GHOSH, Sc. ‘F’& Head(MTD) 


■ ( uHI.. ■ ■wMvi-pi'i«■!■( 


..•”T'nnf ■ '■ 







im n—'gfe 3(ii)] 


W ^ 17, 201 \/^ 26, 1933 
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2 2011 

W. «r* 2497,— HH4» «<i(l 1^, 1987 ^1^ 7 ^■3#m(l)^7Sfs(-er)^3r3pm'^«Tr<aNTlH^ 




n 

McSflf 

TtWW 




1. 

(*Tm 5) : 1976 ^ 

^ ^ i ^I'l 5 ^sh)<i cii^Pi'i 

■5^1^1^2008 

31 2008 

1 

3nf 1^5878 (^7) : 1972 '^c^qigqi ^ 


31 2008 



■5R2Tfi2008 



^ ^ yfn^r ♦il’leb ®^, HI1<=h ^^3R, 9 «iei5<. 5fll6 Hl4, Rcn1-ll0002, etiwid^l : 

1^5#, 5 (%4> i d i, #st|, “5*^ ^ Tirerr 4 ) ' hW : wj^, *ftw, 

'3j*i^<, «hi’i^^, ’IFiy, He’ll, "5^ 1WI fcMpk^’i’fli^^H "4 f^»)) ^ I 


:^5^3TR-^ 14/2^-15 3^iT^-17] 
3T^, 31^ (^ ^WT) 

New Delhi, the 2nd September, 2011 

S.O. 2497.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies, that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto aimexed have been issued: 


SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

No., Title and Year of the Amended Indian 
Standards 

No. & Year of 
the amendment 

Date from which the 
amendment shall 
have effect 

1. 

IS 5878 ^art 5): 1976* Code of practice for 
construction of tunnels conveying water : 

Part 5 Concrete lining (First revision) 

Amendment No. 1 

January 2008 

31-1-2008 

1 

IS 5878 (Part 7): 1972 Code ofinacticefor 
construction of turmels conveying water: 

Part Grouting 

Amendment No. 2 

January 2008 

31-1-2008 


Copies of these am^dments are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur 
Shah 7jifar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also 
Brandi Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref: WRD 14/1-15&T-17] 
J. C. ARORA, Sc ‘F’ & Hei (Water Resources Deptt.) 
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^ 5 2011 


W. W. 2498.--~’^T^TRIW^ 1988 (4) (5) ^ 

^T ( ?T Sg RT3TftrqftRTt%^ ^^^^t’,^ 




*H wr^ta <?inF^taw>^ ’im 'ot ^ 

^ ^BTTfrf^ WIT 

^/*TI8 

(l7 '(2) (3) (4) Ts) (6) (7) (8) W 


1. L-9872510 6'-7-2011 


2 1^4110 I8-7-20I1 


3. 1^4716 22-7-20! 1 


4. L*9874918 25-7-2011 


5. L-9875819 26-7~:^n 


6 1,9876821 29-7-2011 


^ - •^- f -- - ^ - 

H. ^ruSMI 

331, ■=T. 2, 

^18(31 ?RT, 
snrsf 

^JSTTN (iftnRIT) 

4*1 

fiRTR-SIR ^ 3TRT?^) 

14543 - - 

2004 

fRF2fm’»ff^,TIR 

w<3i, 

(Tj^^iRn) 

M*4NnO A ITf^cT 

SfFP^ 

15477 - - 

2004 

3?1T ^ ^ 

3rapRT3tTr5, 

'm 3Snp2FT, M WTcT, 
1^ WRT (^fl^rnr) 

( 4«^si|«s|^ 3SR|f^ 

-aiR ^ 3T^) 

14543 - - 

2004 

A 3T#R 

mm A 235/1/2, 

^ ^ 3n-4idrdt, 

122504 

4*1 '>ici 
( 5 <i‘^Ri 

^ ^ 3r?n^) 

14543 - - 

2004 

■^. T=F>RT TT^^pR, 

i 54, mm 
■fe^-23,1^ 

121004 

(•fsAym) 

Ti^nuR 3Tf^ WR>, 
’masi "^TTr 

13849 - - 

1993 

A in.%, 

103?,%^3JRfe, 

Tpr amf 


2112 - - 

2003 


’9JitW^-I21001 




t'?T.'«h^/13 : 11] 





[m 11- 

3(u)] 

TO ^ TFsm : ftroi 17, 2011 /«ns 26, 1933 
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New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 




S.0.2498.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, her^ notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
the following Schedule: 



SCHEDBU: 




SI. 

No. 

Licence Giant 

No. Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Section Year 

(1) 

(2) (3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) (9) 

1. 

Lp9872510 6-7-2011 

M/s. Lotus Ommerdal 
India Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 2, 
Nahaipur Rupa, Near 
Anaaz Mandi Chowk, 
District Gurgaon 
(Haryana) 

Padcaged Drinking 
Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Wat^) 

14543 


2004 

2. 

L-9874110 18-7-2011 

M/s. T<tyO Ferrous Crete 
Pvt. Ltd., Near Shiv 

Mandir, Milage Sarooipur, 
Sohna Road, Distt. 
Faridabad (Haryana) 

Adhesives for use with 
Oramic Tiles and 
Mosaics 

15477 


2004 

3. 

L-9874716 22-7-2011 

M/s. RKG Industries, 
Palwal-Alawalpur Road, 
Milage Khajuil^ 
CityPalwal, Distt 

Palwal (Haryana) 

Packaged Drinking 
Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 

14543 


2004 

4. 

Lr9874918 25-7-2011 

M/s.Arvind Industries, 
Khasra No. 235/1/2, 
YPO.-Jalauli,Near 
Khandewlamore, City 
Pataudi, Distt. 

(jurgaon-122504 
(Haryana) 

Packaged Drinking 
Water, (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 

14543 


2004 

5. 

1^9875819 26-7-2011 

M/s. Standard Fire Solution Portable Fire Extin- 
E-54, Sanjay Colony, guisher diy powder 

Sector-23, Distt. type (Constant 

Faridabad-121004 Pessure) 

(Haryana) 

13849 


1993 

6. 

L-9876821 29-7-2011 

M/s.P.C. Jewellers Pvt. Ltd. 
10-A, Nehru Ground, 

N.I.T., Distt. 

Faridabad-121001 
(Haryana) 

Silver & Silver Alloys 
Jewellery/Artefects- 
Fineness and 

Maridng 

2112 


2003 


[No.CMD/13;ll] 
M. SADASIVAM, Sc. T’ & Head (FDO) 
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2011 

W, 2499,— MHefi (WopT) 1988 4 ( 5 ) ^ Wh-Rn^ 

^ T^cl^RT t % f^PT^ ^ 1^ ■Rt? t, ^ 1^ Tn^ t 




sB^T 


elT5#FmT^^Rm 

^/RTf 

^ tIH^ 

TTsqi 


ar^tri 


(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1 ^ 

3747877 

3-8-2011 

Mi5m in. 1^., 

3IPj|^ ^ 

_3n^ 

_ 

_ 

2000 




i. 257, i. 23 

sp^rife^^NWt 

4985 







28, ^-8^, 

WT 








Tim 









c!Tg^-^^?te5^ Tmt, 









TI^rocI-360002 






1 

3748071 

4-8-2011 


TTFrm u^sRif IVfH 

3n| 

— 

— 

1989 




^ t 1/1, 5, 


303 







Vjf ^-8T^, TIFT 









arsiR, 
















3748576 

8-8-2011 

'^-1/49, 



— 

— 

2002 






8034 







<M4))e-360003 






4. 

3749073 

9-8-2011 



3>n^ 

1 

— 

1981 




2315/16,2330/31, 


10001 
















STcTRlf^ 

^ ^4^lRdl 








xte ^-4, UIM *^'il'^i, 

3T4^ 








33^^I^,!FftRT-360021 






5. 

3748778 

9-8-2011 




_ 

— 

2009 





3?!^ f^vjlcrf) 

996 







<T^=6V-360002 

^■Rfec 





6 

3749982 

10-8-2011 

kiTc h 

3TFjf^ 


— 

— 

1995 




115/116,^xte, 

M-lcq ’'iffit- 

4984 







^Us1, <ill<rlMl 









^ 3fM, 









"^^1^-365601 






-7 

/• 

3749275 

9-8-2011 

^3TTt^ 


aiT^ 

•1 

— 

1999 




II, 319/^, 


14151 







♦Hsfdlil, ■f«T^-\'{Pl(c, 

^I, FRlMeT#! 









WT 









n 

— ^ 3(ii)] 

tftRWT 17, 2011/^26, 1933 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

a 

3750967 

16-8-2011 

tlRlf ■3^‘iRaR- 

14151 

2 - 

1999 

9. 

3751868 

17-8-2011 

iWWl If l^M ^121; 

71,1/1, 

UFT ♦iVmk, ?TrgpRI 
t^cii 

'^pRrcT-370140 

^ dlPlRiW "m) 

3nf 

14543 


2004 

la 

3751969 

17-8-2011 

U'ij«j>si<n 5q'>nH H. %., 

1/1, 5, 

^ 8-TL 3JW 

TclT^ STSfR, 

^?nf35 

710 


1976 

11. 

3752466 

18-8-2011 

112/2, -gw 

cirg^ 3T51R, 

TplW-370110 


3n^ T^TT 
1659 

, 

2004 

iz 

3752567 

18-8-2011 

ii2/2,TnH 

STSIK, "^T^, 

^J5RRT-370110 

_ 

n«n€l ^ 

WF 1 TTcTF- 

2202 

1 - 

1999 

13. 

3752668 

18-8-2011 

112/2, Tim %iw^, 

3f5fK, 

TFRTCT-370U0 

^ Rm, 

3?T^ 

303 


1989 

14. 

3754672 

26-8-2011 

nr. %. 

^r?jT "^rnra, 

nwttim, -3^^1-362001 

TftcT ■^-■f^fjFirvd 
m 2, sffaRcki ^ 

3Tl| 

13334 

2 - 

1992 

15. 

3753367 

24-8-2011 

W 45, 46, 47, 48. 

■^. 19, nm 

f?m, -sitwr, 

^p3mcl-361002 


3n| i?:h 
3575 


1993 

16. 

3753468 

24-8-2011 

rjidi TRmrfe, 
■35TOCT-360370 

T^* 3n| 

1417 

'3g<l4>4- 


1999 
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O) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20 . 


21 . 


22 . 


3753569 


3753670 


3754369 


3754470 


3754773 


24-8-2011 

20, WFim 
W, <Nchlci-360001 

24- 8-2011 

4, ?1Tf^ 

lpRRT-370230 

25- 8-2011 %., 

525 ^ 542, 618, 
619, 627 628, 

3PRRT-370 230 

25- 8-2011 

W^. 588-617, 

^f’Sdl '3Trf^^^ 

'to 

■^T^, ■JpRTcT-370230 

26- 8-2011 ^ %, 

215,%2'^Tm#, 

'33RRT-364240 


Wif Wft 3Tff TT?7 

'STT^^/PflC^chl'O 1417 

Wif fF?T^lT^ 3TT^ 

•311^^«!/Rfic^=t3Kl ^^cil 1417 

qi^il fdi< ^ 3T[| 

WhIIsci ’51T<^Ici«t> 15490 

»fSRU| 


^1^ ^ 3T1^ 

TIT^f^ 15490 
^ 31FT-'^ 

^ fR^<- 

f?r^ W4)<- 3ffT|T^?T 

f«l4>d<'9T^-M?1^d 14151 


1999 


1999 


im 


2{X)4 


1999 


3755068 29-8-2011 3TfM^ *3^ 3TT^ _ _ 2006 

^ ^hIh, ■'ite W<{), 7224 

_ TP^-382765 _ 

[U ■HtqTT^/13 : 11] 


New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 

S.O. 2499.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
below in the following Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Section 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

3747877 

3-8-2011 

Captain Pipes Pvt. Ltd. 
Survey No. 257, Plot 

Nos. 23to28,NH-8B, 
Shapar(Veraval), 
Taluka-Kotda Sangani, 
Rajkot-360002 

Unplasticized PVC 
pipes for potable 
water supplies 

IS 4985 



2(X)0 


^ ii.<*iiM 4 i(ii.ii.. I..,. I 


■ ...nnni 


IIM«( l»l.MI.M 44 ll 


I '» 


II 

—^ 3{ii)] 

17, 2011/'^ 26, 1933 


6585 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(0) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

1 

3748071 

4-8-2011 

R^paipal Exim Private 
Limited, Survey No. 1/1, 
Plot No. 5, N.H. 8-A, 
Village V^rsana, Tahika 
Anjar, District Kachchh, 
Gujarat 

PlyTvood for general 
purposes 

IS 303 


4989 

3. 

3748576 

8-8-2011 

Shi valik Pumps, 
K-l/49,RoadD, 

AJIGIDC, 

Rajkot-360003 

Submersible 

pumpsets 

IS 8034 


2002 

4. 

3749073 

9-8-2011 

Kirloskar Oil Engines Ltd., 
Plot No. 2315/16,2330/31, 
GI.D.C. Lodhika Industrial 
Estate, Almighty Gate, 
RoalD-4, Milage Metoda, 
District, Rajkot, 
Gujarat-360021 

Performance require¬ 
ments for constant 
speed compression 
ignition (diesel) 
engines for general 
purjxises (up to 

20 kw) 

IS 10001 

1 - 

!981 

5. 

3748778 

9-8-2011 

Balaji Electricals, 
Parmeshwar Society; 
Dhebar Road, Atika 
(South), Rajkot-360002 

Single-phase small 
ac and universal 
electric motors 

IS 9% 


2009 

6. 

3‘749m 

10^2011 

ASPI Pipe Industries, 

Plot No. 115/116, 

Lathi Road, Bypass 
Chdcadi, B/H Balaji 
Industries, Amreli, 
Gujaiat-365601 

High density poly- IS 4984 
ethylene pipes for 
potable water supplies 


1995 

7. 

3749275 

9-8-2011 

Perfect Polymers, 
GIDC-n,PlotNo.319/A, 

At: Sabalpur, Distt. 
Junagadh, Gujarat 

Irrigation equipment- 
sprinkler pipes- 
Part i: polyethylene 
pipes 

IS 14151 

1 

1999 

a 

3750967 

16«-201I 

Perfect Polymers, 
GIDC-II,PIotNo.319/A, 

At: Sabalpur, Distt. 
Junagadh, Gujarat 

Irrigation equipment- 
sprinkler pipes- 
Part 2 : quick coupled 
polyethylene pipes 

IS 1415! 

2 - 

\m 

9. 

3751868 

17-a-201i 

Tirupati Drinking Water, 
Plot No. 71, Survey No. 1/1, 
Milage Morgar, Taluka 
Bhachau, District 

Kachchh, Gujarat-370140 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

IS 14543 



10. 

3751969 

17-8-2011 

Rajkripal Exim. Private 
Limited, Survey No. 1/1, 
Plot No. 5, N.H. 8-A, 

Milage Wsana, Thluka 
Anjar, District Kachchh, 
Gujarat 

Marine plywood 

IS 710 


1976 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) _ 

11. 3752466 18-8-2011 Laxmi Pljovood Indus¬ 

tries, Survey No. 112/2, 
Village \fersamedi, Taluka 
Anjar, District Kachchh, 
Gujarat-370110 

12. 3752567 18-8-2011 Laxmi Plywood Industries, 

Survey No. 112/2, 

Village \fersamedi Taluka 
Anjar, District Kachchh, 
Gujarat-370110 

13. 3752668 18-8-2011 Laxrrii Plywood Industries, 

Survey No. 112/2, Village 
Vfersainedi Taluka Anjar, 
District Kachchli, 
Gujarat-370110 

14. 3754672 26^2011 Junagadh Dairy (A Unit 

of Mother Dairy' Fruits & 
Vegetables Pvt. Ltd.) 

Near Jaffer Maidan, 
Gandhigram, District- 
Junagadh, Gujarat- 
362001 


(5) _ (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Block boards IS 1659 - - 2004 


Wooden flush door IS 2202 1 - 1999 

shutters (solid core 
type): part 1 ply¬ 
wood face panels 

Plywood for general IS 303 - - 1989 

purposes 


Skim milk powder— IS 13334 2 - 2000 

•Part 2: extra grade 


15. 3753367 24-8-2011 Reliable Bitumen, 

Plot No. 45,46,47,48, 
Revenue Survey No. 19, 
Village Dhinchda, 
Jamnagar Bedeshwar, 
District Jamitagar, 
Gujarat-361002 

16. 3753468 24-8-2011 Pusti Jewellers, 

Matva Street. Jetpur. 
District: Rajkot, 
Gujarat-360370 

17. 3753569 24-8-2011 Raj Jewellers, 

Rajkiran, 20, New Jagitath 
Plot, Rajkot-360001 

18. 3753670 24-8-2011 Rajdeep Jewellers. 

4, Nagarpalika, Shoping 
Centcr-1, Bhachau. 
District Kachcldi. 
Gujaral-370140 


Bitumen drums IS 3575 - - 1993 


Gold and gold alloys, IS 1417 - - 199*; 

Jewellery/artefacts- 

fmeness and 

marking 

Gold and gold alloys, IS 1417 ~ - m) 

Jewel lery/artefacts- 
fineness and 
marking 

Gold and gold alloys, IS 1417 - - im 

Jewellery/artefacts- 

flneness and 

marking 


19. 37343d9 25-8-2011 


Everest Kanto Cylinder Cylinders for on- IS 15490 
Limited, Plot No. 525 to board storage of 
542,618,619,627 & 628, compressed natural 
Sector New Extended gas as a fuel for auto- 
Area, Kandla Special motive vehicles 
Economic Zone (Kasez), 

Gandhidham, District 
Kachchh, Gujarat-370230 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

20. 

3754470 

25-8-2011 

Euro India Cylinders 
Limited, Mot No. 588-617, 
New Area, Kandla Special 
Economic Zone Kasez, 
Gandhidham, District 
Kachchh, 

Giyarat-370230 

Cylinders for on¬ 
board storage of 
compressed natural 
gas as a fuel for 
automotive vehicles 

IS 15490 


2au 

21. 

3754773 

26-8-2011 

Jain Irrigation System Ltd. 
Survey No. 215, At & PO 
Ghangali, Taluka-Sihor, 
District Bhavnagar, 
Gujarat-364240 

Irrigation equipment- 
sprinkler pipes — 
part 2; quick 
coupled poly¬ 
ethylene pipes 

IS 14151 

2 - 

1999 

22. 

3755068 

29-8-2011 

Yogendra Chemicals near 
Darbari Chowk, Post 

Patdi, Surendranagar, 
Gujarat-382765 

Iodized Salt 

IS ;7224 


2a)6 


[No. CMD/13 ill] 
M RADHAKRISHNA, Sc. ‘F’ & Head 


^ 5 PR-di^R, 2011 

■g>r. an. 2500.—(ym»H) i 988 ^M^ 

i^a'A^ro 1 ^ 1^ t, w#?? ^ ni? f :— 




?f>R 


^ RIR X^sf 

cil§^'W 







1. 






[n. ^nfn/13: 11 ] 
XTR. nRT^^xwi, ^Ph*' ‘x^r?' x^' 


New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 

S.O. 2500.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the licences particulars of which are given below have 
been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each; 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 

CM/L- 

Name and Address of the Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant 
Indian Standards covered by the 
licence cancelled/suspension 

Date of 

Cancellation 

1. 

No 

No - 

No 

No ■ 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
M. RADHAKRISHNA, Sc. ‘F’ & Head 
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5 2011 

3ff. 250T—(W^H) 1988 (6) ^ K 'TOT^ 

'^16 ^^RrfT f % ^ t, ^ ^ Tq t :— 




TT TRsRI 

RTT Rin Rr’ RcTT 

^ 3tcf'fd R^WshM TRR^ 
RTT^ R7RRT RTT TtWrT 

TR5 R>t 

i. 0320725 


7, RRe R. 92 ■Rt, 

RT. RT. 694 : 1990 

19-8-2011 


RRTfe 

RRfFRcft R., 

1100 RRT RR Rf|R dil4d>Kl 



"5^1-400067 


Rl^eRT ^ rI ^ TlfRRT 





’R)«td 



[Iff. "q. f^./13 : !3] 

3m, ‘tt^’ tt^' ^r5?3(xri? tjtt iin 

New Dellii. the 5th September, 2011 


S.O. 2501,—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indum Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of \s hicii arc given in the 
following Schedule liavc been cancelled w ith c/Tect from the date indicated against each : 

SaiEDULE 

SI Licence No. Name and Address of the licensee Aniclc/Process with relevant Date of 

No. Indian Standard covered bv the Cancellation 

Licensee 

IS 694 :1990 PV^C insulated cables 19-H-20II 
for working voltages upto and 
including 1100 V, 

|No.CMD/n , I 'ti 
S.B, RAY. Scientist ‘F'ct Head (MD.M-lll) 

tI 5 2011 

W. 3ir. 2502.--RRcfm ^ (RRFH) 1988 ^ fctfit^M 4 ^ ( s ) ^ R ‘toTR RRRS' 

R7R7T f ^ fWR ^ R RTT f, R ^ Tyir t 

^ ^ RTR Rm RRRIR RFRT 

RL wn RRR RTl 

RTF 

( 0 ~( 2 ) IT) ( 4 ) ( 5 ) ( 0 ) 

RT-RT. IN‘^4 
RPT 1 : mxx 


i, 3748273 4-8-20!! it ^ ^ 218/4, 

RFT^ ^efR3TT y)R14dl, WT : RTH I, HOOR^RTTd 

FT3R, RTRT^F, ^i<'t))R, RteSxTT rl'+) R Rf^d fcfq 

RTffFR# RfTRR, ■5^^-400067 


RT. RT. R./RIR.' 


1. 0320725 Vicki Elcctronic-s. Plot No. 92-C, 

Govt Industrial Estate, Kandivali 
(West). Mumbai-400067 










|4ilu 

3(ii)] 

W ^ 17, 2011 26, 1933 

6589 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) (4) 

(5) 

(6) 

z 

3750058 

4-8-2011 #1^ "Rt-S, ^ 

'30^ W, ^ 

U 5, ’71^, 

«iM-401105 

3?!^ w^) 

Rim 4250 : 1980 

3. 

3751161 

12-8-2011 XT. 

T? 107, ■qiScH ’TldT, 

■^-400062 

RRH 

mm. 3854 : 1997 

4. 

3752769 

18-8-2011 ^ 

30.%, TIE U 19,%fe39f. 1 

5, Wd5, 

«%-421303 

01RF7 3R)T7T 

®di^'W 

^ RPT 2, r^'RT^ 

mm 15111 

(mTT 2 ) : 2002 

5. 

3752870 

18-8-2011 ^ H^d ^eci '50.%., 

■^-396210 

cii^fsn qiq<-RFT 3, RffdTEl 
S^PHfdd ■n%^cTR.^- 
155, M 2, 3TT^ 0.120 fRRt 

^ 1.0161MI 

mm. 13730 

(RFT 3) : 1996 

6. 

3753771 

24-8-2011 3TWi^,'WR 9, 

alMK, Rof, 

■^-400 070 

jat'jfdi ^ R%X3T?I iR^RT 
(s(4)Ht=6 sfRuiF^) 

m.m. 4250 : 1980 


-3. f^./13 : 11] 


New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 

S.O. 2502 .—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
below in the following Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


SI 

No. 

Licence No. Giant Date 

Name and Address (factory) 
of the party 

Product 

IS No./Part/Sec./ 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

1 

yimn 

4-8-2011 

AtoZCableCen218/4, 
Mahihar Welfare Society, 

Khan House, Azad Compound, 
Chaiicop Kandivali-West, 
Muirtjai-400067 

PVC insulated (Heavy duty) 
electric cables: part 1 for 
working voltages upto and 
including 1100 V 

IS 1554: 

Part 1:1988 

1 

3750058 

4-8-2011 

Sonal Appliances, C-3, Doshi 
UtfyogNagar, B.P.X., Road 

No. 5, Bhayander (East) 
Thane401105 

Domestic electric food- 
mixers (liquidizers and 
grinders). 

IS 4250; 1980 




► 

> 

f 




6590 _ THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 17,2011/BHADRA 26 ,1933 _ [Part II— Src, 3(ii) l 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


3. 

3751161 

12-8-2011 

Silver Electricals Unit No. 
A-107, First Floor, X^upuja 
Estate, Laxmi Nagar, 

Goregaon West, 
Miunbai^l00062 

Switches for domestic and 
similar purposes 

IS 3854.1997 

4. 

3752769 

1^2011 

Nature Efficient Electronics 

Pvt. Ltd., Guth No. 19, Plot 

Nos. 1 to 5, Bhiwandi Wada 
Road, Village Khutal, 
Thane-421303 

Self ballasted lamps for 
general lighting services 
part 2 : performance 
requirements 

IS 15111; 

Part 2:2002 

5. 

3752870 

1^2011 

K. Patel Metal Inds. Pvt. Ltd. 
143, K & J, Amalia, Daman- 
3962 10 Dabhel, Daman & 

Diu 

Particular types of winding 
wires-part 3 : polyester 
enamelled round copper 
wire, class 155 

IS 13730; 

Part 3 ; 1996 

6 . 

3753771 

24-8-2011 

Kavita Appliances, Gala No. 9 
Standard House Compound, 
Bail Bazar, Kale Maig, 

Kurla West, Mumbai-400070 

Domestic electric food- 
mixers (liquidizes and 
grinders) 

1S4250:1980 


[Nb.CMD/13; 11] 
S.B.RAY,Scientist T’&Head(MDM-in) 

^ 5 2011 

W, ^IT. 2503.—(SP1I«H) R^Ph^H, 1988 ^ (4) ^ (5) ^ R 

4vt.cil ■§■ 1% P'fld ^ ^ ^ ^7 ^ ^ t" 

315^ 



wn 


RKcfrir Hi'i'h 

RT. m 

RTF argRFT 


(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

1. 

1^9877823 

2-8-2011 

Rmr, 

R. 10, i. 902/ 


14543 

- - 

2(XM 


977, fi^Pcf?^ 232, 

^FR, 

‘jsmN- 122506 

(?WrT) 

1 L-988I208 23-8-2011 4 2347 - - KKX) 

■3^37T 4?, 

^37T, pJidl 
RRkf^-121001 



[qn II—^ 3(ii)] 


17, 2011/^ 26, 1933 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

3. 1^9882311 30-8-2011 4 14543 - - 2004 

4^ "5^, 3TR.'5lt. 

■^.225-26-27,^1^^. fJTTO ^ 4 ST^TT^) 

256, fen -n. 6, 

fen 121004 

__ (^’i^i^n) _ 

[U 431^/13 : 111 
■Q3T. ^^nfe 'Trnr’ T^* ^15^3 (T^ 4 ) 

New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 

S.O. 2503.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of Regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given 
below in the following schedule : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence 

No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address 
of the Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Section 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


1. L-9877823 2-8-2011 


2. L-9881208 23-8-2011 


3. 1^9882311 3a«-2011 


M/s. Dhansu Aqua, 
FazilpurRoad, Farrukh 
Nagar, Ward No. 10, 
Khevat/Khata 

No. 902/977, 

MustkilNo. 232, 

Farrukh Nagar, Distt. 
Gurgaon-122506 
(Haryana) 

Packaged Drinking 
Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 

M/s. P.M.B. Enterprises, 
Dabua Pali Road, Milage 
Dabua, Distt. 
Faridabad-121001 
(Haryana) 

Domestic Pressure 
Cookers 

M/s. D.K. Industries, 

Mauja Mujeri, 

R.G Khebat No. 225-26-27, 
KhataNo. 256, 

KilaNo.6, 

Ballabgarh, Distt. 
Faridabad-121004 
(Haryana) 

Packaged D rinki ng 
Water (Other than 
Packaged Natural 
Mineral Water) 


14543 


2347 


14543 


2(XW 


2(X)6 


2(X4 


[No.CMD/13 : 111 
M. SADASIVAR Scientist ‘F’& Head (FDO) 
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2011 

3ir, 2504.—^ (I^KIUR) fsffTO, 1988 ^ (5) ^ (6) ^ 3T5 ?T<tjt 


sPR cITf<^Tt '?n^ 
■R 33)TF/^ 


1. L-9753195 


cTT^TRT^^rfl' ^ ’TR T ''‘TrIT 


4 TTO 116/8 

3fk 116/12, 93/11, 

fetii T. 16, '^jfN 

^ "qm, ■qm f^pfra, 

121004 

(«?R4iU|l) 


^ 3TT^ ^/y9FR 7^ TO ^ 

fcrf^ 


UT^fcT^ PpRH ^Ql ^ 3lcrtl^) 


8 - 8-201 


[7T. ■flttTp-^/13 : 13 ] 
Rq. TT^m, %rf^ ‘TT’ 31^ (ITT. 3Tt.) 
New Delhi, the 5th September, 2011 

S,0. 2504.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled/suspended with effect from the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. Licences No. 
No. C]M/L- 


1. 1^9753195 


Name and Address of the Licensee 


M/s. Royal Beverages, Khewat No. 
116/8 &116/12, Mustkjl 93/11, 

Kila No. 16, Near Mir/apur Dairy 
Zone, Village Tigaon, Ballabgarh. 
Distt. Faridabad-121004 (Havana) 


Article/Process with relevant Date of 

Indian Standards covered by the Cancellation 

licence cancelled/suspension 


Packaged Drinking Water (Other 
than Packaged Natural Mineral 
Water) 


8 - 8-2011 


INo.CMD/13; 131 
M. SADASIV/VM. Sc. •F'& Head (FDO) 

^ 6 2011 

arr. 2505.—fro, i987 ^ tro i (i) (t^) ^ argror4ppeftppm; 

-TOT f fp> pipfrq ptto ^ 4 pp f 4 T«ntq?r ^ pit f 


^rp T^tfhd PRcTIP PHPT (PP) P>t 4<2<4I 34^ 

4 Tlt^PT 


p 4 pRcftp pm 'sru 
PRptp pm pppi pmf, pfp 
p 4 wn 3fR 


P4Tfh?t fpRr 


PT^RP/3pfi^3n 13373-1 : 2002 P?M p4 3TP^ 
PT%fpT pm ;5T?Rtfm-pRp mt PHfefpi 
PR 1 : PIPPP ^ppf 


31 ^RP4 20i 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1 

3tT^ 13373-2 : 2005 wNf ^ 3P!R«n 

W] 2 : 2RT^ ^ 3?^ 

■SR^fcT^Rtn 


31 ^srwt2011 

3. 

2 O 8 O 6 :2004 'qff^ 


31 ■5mxt2011 

4. 

3n| T^/snto^lt 22877 : 2004 [ ^ 6839 (’^FT 

1) : 1994 ^ 3tfcl3fiHU!] 
ifi«Riqcil, cTOT oi§»m1 

30^1^6839 (m 1) : 1994 

XnRtft 'StlFcH 

^(«qiqd1 

^ 1 ifixr 

31 2011 

^ Tirar ^rRf^ : afr^^r^isrr^, «Tt^, 

^5PI^, ■=TT»Ty, '^, ^ ^ ^5Ft 1^ t 1 



[tM : T^.i^./^-2 : 1 ] 
*V (-qffe f'jilPPltFI) 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2011 


S.O. 2505.—In pursuance of clause (b) sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, ilic 
Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

No. & Year of the Indian Standards Established 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 
if any. Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Date of 

Established 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS/ISO 13373-1:2002 Condition monitoring and 
diagnostics of machines-Vibration condition 
monitoring Part I General Procedures 

- 

31 Janiuiry 2011 

2. 

IS/ISO 13373-2; 2005 Condition monitoring and 
diagnostics of machines-Vibration condition 
monitoring Part 2 Processing, analysis and 
presentation of vibration data 


31 January 2011 

3. 

IS/ISO 20806:2004 Mechanical vibration- 
Criteria and safeguards for the in-situ balancing 
of medium and large rotors. 


31 January 2011 

4. 

IS/ISO 22877:2004 [Superseding IS 6839 (Part 1): 
1994] Castors and Wheels-Vacabulary, symbols 
and multilingual terminology 

Superseding IS 6839 (Part 1): 
1994 Glossary of tenns relating 
to non-powered material handl¬ 
ing equipment Part 1 Castor and 
Wheels. 

31 March 2011 




mmmmnmfvmxA: sEncMBER \7,myBBAS»A26Am 


[pAftrll—S ec. 3(ii)] 





NiewDdlii,KoBata, Chaodtgtfh, Chttfiiu^ And a)io 

iCatipur, 


tRtf:MED/G.2:ll 

J. A. SnXHQUt Sc. ‘B* Dkvcidr (Meehatiical Engineering) 




Mm, «t»» 'll W niD I9«7# 


.i. --- 

appp* 



€ 

piAr luuli nm i^y ^ ^tm, M ^ 

’rt iiw 8ro 3Tftiaf»m 

ardhr HiKOb aiTTOT Hwnff, 
ahf ft, iff i^TOT afft 

WTft?Tt?rfl 

log 

(2) 

(3~) 

(4) 


aim iiC28:2009 enm ^ 

3ipiwi^ wiw-^Tiki mwi 


31 ^ 2009 

i 

15857 ! 2009 ifti ^4(1 

'W^H ■’HffN—WW^ 

* 

30 “^2009 

3. 

•Wf^ 15863 : 2009 

- 

30 ^ 2009 


f» nnlN Hmi ^) ^ irfinrf m$ m^, 9 w ^ 110002 . sNH 

TOT WW 1BT*lW : ^$HnWT^, «ThTI^, 

Viy, ^ TOT ^ ^ ^ 3<T5T*? t I 


[lM!T5qf.tt:^./#-l28] 

iff. ssTC TOW, ^#f!T*K (^aro t^ 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2011 


Bureau of Indian Standard Rules, 1987, tlie 


scwm£ 



iiii^^ll^iifeyiiiilwJiMiiStandnribEg^ 

No. & year of Indian Standards, 

Date of 

m 


if any, superseded by the 

Establishment 



New Indian Standard 


ft 

..^_'. _/ 12) 

(3) 

(4) 


1 #£IM: JBB9aii|iTOIl6Ceni&iicti^ - 31 May 2009 

'9Vitt^dlnri99ini'I^BM6e''^Cede4rf^Practice 



3. lS£M;JldmRtiBSe«iDeyiiriia^^ 

Jniiiiiir ^ 


30June2009 
30 June 2009 
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Cof^ d the Standard is available for sale with tte Rmeau eflndiffli Stwidanfe, h^tnak Bhavan, 9, B^tadarSludi 
Za&rMarg, Ntew Delhi«l 10002 and R^kmai Offices: New Ddhi, fCoikaesit Oan^pnit, Q»iuii^|iiusabai 
Offices: Ahmedabad, Baitgaloft, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahad, ^deeahat^ Jaipiir; Kanpm; l^^fgpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref:FA[V6-128] 
£«. R. K. BAJM Scieiitist T&liead>^l«f Agri.) 

w,3ir. 2507.—HH* *^<31¥m,i98T^ 7 (1) (^) 

t I^F 


IW 

M T?Fwf Tim ^ 


roWTRmfUf 


(1) 

(2) 


(3) 

CA) 

1. 

30^^4268 : 1992 


- 

^4^ -^ 1 

1 

30^1^6648 :1972 


- 





151 

3WCSF. wf, ttHfpWr Ttl^TPpI (W^WImWT) 


NcM^D^ii, the SthSepiento, 2011 


S.0.2S67.—^Inpursttanoeofclause(l^ofsUb»nde(I)of Ride 7of the Bureau d* Indian Standard Ruls^iliN^, it 
is, hereby notified thru the Indian Standanls^ pattic^wsofnMch aie mentioned in the Schedule given hero^erv'haveheen 
cancelled and stands withdrawn : 



SCSEB^ 


SL 

No. 

No. A Year of the Indian SttiiidhwiaCwwaHId 

S.O; No. ft Date published Remadli 

inthe Gazette (d'India, 

Pait-II,Sect!on*3, 

Sub-section <u) 

(1) 

(2) 


(3) 

(4) 

L 

IS4268:1992 


- 

No longer in use 

2 

186648:1972 


- 

No^l^er iir^use 


ptef:ETlO/3;^i»dkT-15] 

RK. TREHAN, Scientist 
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18 35^,2011 

•3^ ■RT^^ (-^ ^ Tf^ 3TTf?fcT ^■) ^ afh: ■RTT 'RTW 1976 ( 1976 60) ^ 3?!^ "RN 'RH^ 

(■RTS#' ar^ifRR) f^, 1987 # '3R^' # 37^?^ t ^ ^ t % dRIdR 'SRW 3T^tT ■4' # ^3^ ‘^TTS^ 
^RTT^ 3f|^ ■RttfFrW 3M3^ ^ -SKH 

m: 3ra#^77T^,‘3^ arftjfm ^ ^ 36 ^■3^-VRr (7) (8 ) ^ ■5p4r ^ 

an^-1, ■^'RT^n^, 31«H<^WIV380004 ^ r=lRfj£id ("RSTT^ ^ 

*‘TI^**^‘jW^ a7’chct) ^rgcl aT ^ ^ l Pdd 3M^< gI ( i^^<dT9 3f?R) #-RTS^ f^RT^ ^ ^ ^ “T(R^'’ t ( 

5^*^ 'RT^Tcl“3^ "rTs^ ^51 'R^ affT 1^# an^ "OTR '^/09/10/159 1 RvRT RRT ar^R^ WPW? 

■ar# cb<cO t"; 

^«K1 hTSci T^ fq<j»ci ■># ‘SRjR «|)t RTT aRRlftcT 3T?^'g|f#T cilcii aH«b<u} ( ^ski-^Jh "SIIR) I 5^'«h1 arf^RirR 
^TRRT 30 %.m ^^RcTR 100 'HT. f I RrMlMH HIMRR amn^ (^) 2 m t I aiT^R^ •3!^ t ^ 

TrfR^TcT °RRR>rRTrRR7 VlftR aTT^ngci'i 'RRTR ■!■ I y^bl^l «!<<)« 'SRv^f nlcil qii.dl I 'aWTRI 

230 3^lT 50 MrHMal ^TRl f^^ci RT ^Pf RJT^T "t I 

ana^f^-l : nTsd 



3TTf»f^-2 ; ■RTStT ^ ^ 'S f^U I R 

#(dR^^PRfH<+ld^ I RTS^ apt #f#T oqgT*7T ^ TT^ farf^ WtR 

aTTRif# STRUIR "^fTR^ RRT ^ I 

"aR^JRR t 4 «1I50 cl«b "R^ •^l®lRT ■!■ I # tN# # 1V^ R>l^/Rf^ 4 fSR 

a^ ^<«bK a<Ki arflrfRRR mn 36 "aR- *trt ( 12 ) ski "r^ viHkimI ^>1 istr^t rj# rs mImor <*<dl 4 
aRTT Mi«ct # ar^R^RR ^ ^ RapwR # aT?rfR a# tRlaafaT ^ri "a# 14^ici, fs^fn^R ^ arj^nr a^r a# tttr# 4 aaa 
arjRtf^ mTsci RR iRrfRR^R fRvRT *Nl ■!■, fqPifHci a# *^tefcil # 4 Rj, RRPfcTI aSfk # dlcn aRRTTR # # 

1 to. ^ 50 fR.m c!R7#**^'’RH#t#T 100 4 50,000 RR? #^ -4 ^cRim RTRRH affRl^ (T^) sfR 100 to. RiaT# 
aifRR7 # -RR # 5,000 "4 50,000 RRJ'r 4 4aT ‘^RTcRTTR ‘RIRRIR 3R7IcT (TR) -RfScT 50 t^.TTT. RRT r 4 arfRRRR ^RcTT 

R# t a?4 "RTR IxlO* 2x10*, 5x10*, #t,# RHIcRRJ -RT ?teU||rMR-. -^JilfR? "RT # ^3<rR f I 


[RR. -4 S^^-21( 115)/2010] 
Rt. RR. R)te, fR^TTR^, ^RR^ "RTR toR 
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NewDdhi, the ISthApril, 2011 

S,0. 2508.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service uftder varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table Top Type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class-II) of series “ATP” and with brand 
name “APPLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Apple Weigh Infra Limited, I-l, New 
Madhapura, Sahibaug Road, Ahmedabad-380004 whidiisassigned the ^jproval mark IND/09/10/159; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top T^pe) with a 
maximum capacity of30 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) di^lay indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power suj^ly. 

Figui^l: Model 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done b>' passing the sealing wire from the borfy of the scale through holes. Atypical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the (Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make 
and performance of same series with maximiun capacity upto 50 kg and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 mg to 50 mg and with number of voification scale interval (n) in the range of 5,000 
to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 OOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^ 2 x 10“ or 5 x lO'^, where k being the positive or negative 
whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufectured. 

[F.No. WM-21(115)/2010] 
B, N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 18 2011 

2509, — 5 RI ^ ^ 'wm, w 'mm lit w i % 

■3^ ■»¥ «tf% aqfI#T^') 1976 (1976 ^ 60) ^fit'iTN'Rn^ 

fm, 1987 ^■3^‘^3T5^SfTTt 3f[T W ^ ^ 11%-TRlh ^ 3^-Rfs^ 

^ qRf^rct^f ^ TO 

3T?T: 3R "3^ <HrVPi<<H ^ MTO' 36 ^ ■3q-^^Rf (7) ■3q-yRl (8) ^KF !4 ^t1 ^ 

^ ^ TO ^ Vf^ %., 3n^-i, ^^mnyr,*w ^# T ife, 3n5TOK-380004 ^ -qm ^i«i!«J?tt (w«ftn ^-iii) 

^ 3n[q) ^ mT'S^ mi's ^ qp? * * ’ * 

% 3fk •^/09/io/i60 w t. argq^ 

TOH-q^ ^ t; 

W Tfel 1^J?T 'SRJR ^ qR ^ 3TP5lft?I t I SFfTOR 

30 f^.m acfiT 100 m i I •Rtto ttttot 3teto (^) 5 m 11 t f^RT^ m 

3lf%7T?T 5Hi|cfRHirq4) ^UfRT 3TT^TO^ I ’5T^ (T^^ ^) 3T^ qft^ <n<;fjM ^R?nt I <m<» l 

230 3?!^ 50 >lri||qaf ^IRI IKTR «h<.rfl ^ I 

3R^-1 : ■qf3H 



qT-sl ”4' 1^"Rtf^RTRRR Piqjici RR"Rtf^RTRft ^ncf) 't' I hTsci R>t ^Ifci'i RTF fqHi'i^i Win 

3iTm% ’mm ■3rr ^ rrt t i 

'3qqRR "4 qicO q^ R>t ^ i ruf^ cfRT q^ qj) 4^54 ^ qq^/q^ 4 feq 

4t^Rqrt I 

3?R «h'^0*< ^fRq>R ^qd srfvfqqq q4 rri 36 q»t ^q -rrt (12) "sri q^ ^ifqqqli qq 3rqtq rr^ rf rW^ qRHt 
1%^ 'i'w qTsd ^ 3i^p4qq ^ qqpq-qq ^ srrIct 341 f^Pmldi ^rt 341 f4«6in, ^ 3 t^rr 3?4 <*41 rirrI 4 f^Ri4 

■3^ 'il^H'lf^cl Rf5^ R>T tRfqqW RRT t, fqW4d 341 ‘fSlRT’^ 4414 4^?, RRRfdT afR RTpfqTcRT ^ rI^ 3qqRR 4144 

■54 100 fq.in. 4 2 tit. rrt ^ '*^** rb ^ 100 4 lojooo rrt ^ tsf 4 mm srrri (t^) 5 m rt 3r4 

3Tf4qT^“^’*qTq^t^500 4 10,000 tBT^^ST 4 qWIMH RIHRM 34 rib (RR) TTf^T 50 t^.TlT. RRTR43Tf4RKm EjmRTRT^ 

f RTR IxlO*, 2x10*, 5 x 10 *, RT ^u iI rHch RT ^ ^ f I 

[qq. 4. 3^Rq-21 (115 )/2() 10 ] 
41. RR. r 1%T, fq^TIRT, fRf^RT RTR fRRTR 
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NewDdbi^tlie IWi April 2011 

S.O. 2509^—^Whereas the (Antral Govenunenlafieroomideriiig the report si4>imtted to it prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the saidrqxnt (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions ol* 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 d 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Aa, the 
Central (jovOTiment herd^ issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table Top Type) with digital indication, belcmging to Nfodium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “ ATR” 
and with brand name “APPLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufoctuzed by M/s Apple Weigh Infra Limited, 
M, New Madhapoza, SahihaugRoad, Ahmedabad-380004 which IS assigned the approval mark IND/Q9/10/160; 

The said model is a strain gauge Qpe load cell based non-autcmiatic weighing instrument (Table Top Type) with a 
maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 p^ cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument c^rerates on 230 Wts, 50 Ifertz alternative current power sui^ly. 

Flgure-l : Model 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable acx^ss to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central (jovemment 
hereby declares that this certificate of ^ptoval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of the same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the ran^ of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value lOOmg to 2g and with number of verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5(X) to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 10‘‘, 2 x 10*^ or 5 x 10^ where k being the positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21(115)/20101 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W,3ir. 2510.—f^f?a •'5RT iRgci 1<Mli '’17 ^ ^ ''WI ^ 

RmV ^ hTsCI ('fl'^ oil<i HIM Hll^h 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) cT*7T Hid 'Sfhf HIM HlH=t> 

(T=ffe^^ Pm, 1987^3^1^^ 3T3^i 3T^<iT4'^ ^ Tffs^ 

“SRT^ TSN sfir Wfi '4* SM^«W Wl T^; 

3RT: 3W ■4«f^ 3Tf^lM4H ^ ^IRl 36 ^ "^^-^ilRT (7) T^-VRT (8) ^RT "51^ ?Tf«td4l 4iT y^f'i 

^ ^ ^ 3nf~i, ^g R ^i4 i ^ -380004 sm -Rm ^-iii) 

®ii^ ^\Mli<'f)-1000” ^ tlfeci aleiM (^d9)i4 ^T?^) ^ hT-sci '^, ^ TIP 

‘*1^^'* ^ (R(|4 5«4 5ti«b M^r’^m'44?T hT«ci 4>5I RRl'^) sfk 3TT^ T^'^/09/10/161 1%4T "W 

a r ^K - i 5RM-^ ^ 

^®K1 hTscI *<®I> O'*! }J4)K ^ 4cl 3 ?TViRcT 31f<N4lf^d olcl'l ('<^<iM)l4 (il^M) "t" I ^^=41 STf^^cIM 

OTcTT 1000 %.3IT. 31^ ^iRclT 2 %.UI. t I HWH SRRM (^) 100 TH. t I 3 TT^^^cH t f^RRJT 

^ xlfurm «>HHs»>ci'iir*i«T> ^nltrl ^hi^m^cI'I IRR ^ I 3R5T7T (T^ ^ 31^ ci'ldH <i9''^Rra % \ 

230 3f[^ 50 U^ie^^l VRT "R "^iT^ ^ I 



,1^1*1 


3n^frf^-2 : mTSH ^ ’3RT% W 

t«^ci ^ fsM, RR '^‘0 ^ 4T4< Pl«t)id 4)f^'i ^ I hTsci nlf^H ^ciWT '4rr Win 

Siroiftn ’SI41IIM ■3RR ^ W t I 

4M4><.«j 4f 41^0 «ftlci^<i*i cR> I «?T!Rt «hic^^VW cR? 9^4 <f4>A ^ fcR^ 4 "feR 

sflr fR<t)R. 4*^ srf^f^PR ^ VRl 36 ^ "S^-yRT (12) gKi ^ "SpfR ^ '^Rnm ^ 

% ^ RFs^ ^ ^ ^ TRPT-'^ ^ 3T5(4c 1 "rot f^fjRfcll SR ^ ^ 3T^RR 'Rmt 

■34?T 31jR)M "RfS^ ^ RlfHHiui W t, f4[¥2id "3^ ^ ^ ^?«n«fclT ^ ^ cl^ 'SW^ 4l #1 

^'3H^3?fM^^"f‘’Tn^^1^500'^ iow^^^4f^TRm‘RRRH3i^(T^) -Hf^sof^.m ^ 5000 

%.m aiftRRR 8[RrfT 3ik ■RH 1><I0*, 2x10*, S^IO*, ^ t‘, # tRTR^ ^ "SlivrTRdJ 7 ?t ^ 

t I 

[^. R. 21( 115)/2010] 

. iR, Ph^so^, tMiRT m 


i\ 
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New Delhi, the 18th Ainil, 2pll 

S.O. 2510.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central (jovemment her^y issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform Type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-lll) of series “APF-IOOO” and with 
brand name “APPLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manitfactured by M/s Apple Weigh Infia Limited, I-l, New 
Madhapura, Sahibaug Road, Ahmedabad-380004 which is assigned the approval mark IND/D9/10/161; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform Type) with a 
maximum capacity of KXX) kg and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operate on 230 Volts, 50 Ifcrtz alternative current power sui^ly. 

Figui^l: Model 


WWtsmB 

SKAUNCi 



Sf'AC wrm 







F1gui^2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A ^ical schematic diagram 

of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg up to 5000 kg with verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^, 2 x 10*^ or 5 x 10^, where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21C115)/20.’' i 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrolo,;" 
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w.OT. 251 yjfM+id gi<i ' 3 ?^ TR^fi ^ wnw^ lit Tpn t % 

3nf%^) 1976 (1976 ^60) 

Pm, 1987 ^ 1^5 -aim 

W*!hn T5^*?T 3f>^ t^rfiFT ^ -3H^<w 'SRR ^itcfT Ti^; 

3m: 3m^rm,3 tM^ ^ liro 36 ^(7) 3ih[^-«iro (8) 
p wi ^T!55 t #1,3n^-i, 3m*mmR-38ooo4 snr “wlm ^-iii) 

** i^®«c''<jft-2000** *i<9icii ^ 3m>^ <^<i*i "39^^®! ®*iPid ol<i*i •^ifti) ^ mTsci 

t 3fkM Tpift/09/10/162 

mi %, 3gite 3WT®m -^iRt t* 

^ ^ ^ ^ 3 mnfm «rf^ rim ^r#!) 11 

Jipmi 200 3?^ •^jjmH ^pmr 5 11 WMW-i whw 3kiw (f) 500 tn t i ^ 

■3^ t I^Rrat wf yiPm ^ai*RFcHi?*m» vifer war 11 wm 'Wpits (i^ i ill) wf 

4M<;fi r d if>mT 11 - gM -c R® ! ^ ^ ^^ i f gr d ^ i I 


air^-1 iiifm 



3?rfif^-2 ; ^ m <i ^ 3nm4{ i mr tfw 

^ci ^^^fd*i Pr«(f>r^ ^iT tftld'l ^ I ^ 1?)^ 

^ ^*^1 «(i4^ ^^ ^>T VcilfW^F vifisi ir^ii I ^ ^ jj^4) 6iHyH 3 imI 

^ wi I 

^ «r[^ ^f?T^7R Cieh "^it ^ I «II6() 'hfci^^fl'l n«li «lW f^M 

I 

3^ HmJR 3 «m srfVrfT^TR cfI VRT 36 ^ "3^-wo (12) SH) WT m 4)M OIT WOft ^ 

1% 330 OfeH 3^ 3 i^hK^ ^ ^ 901^133 37?ofcT 3t0 fofoofoi '5R130t llWm, fs^ii^i ^ ST^OR 3^1355ft 1TT*nit 5^ 330 

3TgqH^ MTSci 30 lOTOT 03T %, Ril^Rci 3^ *fSlclT 3^ 3*fl«f0I sflc 3)|4 hI 6H ^ Otapf 33W03 ^ 3M "sit 

5 m 31305^ 3rfii3r^“f’OB 100 1.000 03) ^^T^irmmoiwo 3f^ (tb) ofto 200 fe.m owwt 

3rf33mo %RmT3Rtt 3fk“^”OB 1x10*. 2xl0^ 5x10*.3it VOIfOW 3T 3fe'«n?03>' W IpT # t I 

[00. H 'S^tb-21( 115)/2010] 

IB. 'Nto, loftmroB 
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MBwDdhi. the ISdiApril, 2011 

S.O. 2S11^—Whereas the Central Gowenunentatocoosideriiig the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisSed that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in confi>rmity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Vifeiglds and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
h^xlels) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the pbwers conferred by sulvsections (7)and<8) of Section 36 of the said Act, die 
Central Government herdiy approves and issues the o^tificate of f^iproval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Person Weighing Machine) with digital indication of Ordinary Accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) of 
sorres **AWP-2(KX1” and with luand nmne ‘*APPLE*’ (her^nafter referred to as the said model), manufectured by M/sA{^e 
Weigh Infia Limited, I-l, New Madhapura. SalubaugRoad,Ahniedabad-380(X)4 which is assigned the approval ii^IND/09/ 
1(V162; 


Th^ said model is a strains typefoaiPcell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Person 
Weighing h^chine) with a nnaodnitareGa^padQr minimum capacity of 5kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 

5(X)g. It has a tare devioewith a I W pe p o em subCnciWfilBtned tare effect. The light emitting diode (LED) display indicates 
the weighing re^ts. The instrument operates on DmHiries . 

mpitt ; Model 



Fignre-2: SrhiinHH ifiiigi'iiiii of the sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done tlurough the hole, imiiirm t^bottom side of the scale and then sealing wire is passed througli 
these holes. Stamping pfere is connected threi^ S£^g wire {»»ing from the body of the scale with lead seal, to get itic 
stamping. A typical schematic diagramef sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instnunent has cxtemaH conenf to conation. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powre* conferred Ity sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
herdty declares that this certificate of ^)pioval of the ssud model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuiao^, and peiftxmanoe of same series with maximimi Gq>acity iq)to 200 kg with verification scale interval (n) in die range 
of 100 to 1,000 for ‘e* vahieof 5g or more and wWt *c’ value of 1 1(^, 2x 10^ or 5 x lO^, where k is a positive or negative whole 
number cu equal to zero, manufiictuied by the mme manufocturer in aax>rdance with the same principle, design and with-thc 
same materials with which, the said ai^voved model has been manufectured. 

[F.No. WM-21(115)/20I01 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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HtWC. 2512.—Piftn Uin44>l(l fiKI “3^ ’’TT ^ "W t % 

^ “nf sn^ftf '^) "mz "JIN HH*h 1976 (1976 60) ^ ^ 3?^ ■'TR 

3iy?K^) 1^, 1987^^^l^^3Tgy?t 3?feW^^^ ^ *T PrH lif^cFimR3Pih^3T^'^^^Rf5?T 

3Rfj 3W 3rW^R*T tIRl 36 (7) sflt (8) "SRT "9^ Tlf^cRt ^ m^jVi 

**Vi««r«ljfl'-30 ^ ^Tft?T 31^RlflW nlcn «hq4'i f^) ^ hTsci 

**TPP 5 T’* t W»Rni) 3 ?It ar^iT^ 3111 ^ T^^^/ 09 / 10/163 

1^ir*ff W IIRRT-R^ ^R?ft 

^'iW l<*h Ri|^6 ^ ^ sHIMiRfl til^i «h«^><.wi ($c^'^lh«f> <^f^'3j f^) ^ I ^^TSFt 

3ifii4>flH «ff*Rn 30 ^ 3^^ afwm loo %.Tn. 11 «wim ■rttoh 4d<H (^) 5 %Tn. (. i t 

Rnti^ii 7RT MRI^ih IWra I 3j«i)i5fi dcH'4«h 5!<l)5 11^ hRuiih dM<.f^|c1 

t 1 3M*<u| 230 ^ ^ 50 3Ic*Tra?ff tmr OT ^ ^ ^Rdl t I 

airaffir-i iTifi^C^^ftTir) 



3II^Ri-2 : hT-sc! ^ ^fHrnr t^tt 'sraunr 

■•ShMd'iuf «1«16K ^ ^ R#T ^ 33^ ^ ^ ■SlTcft t I^ ^ ^3^ Zfq 

^ ^ "Rw U^\xA •^R ■RifWn ^ w i I ^ ^ ^ 

fiWiJlH "^TtR ^ I 

«m«»><.mi qi^O «hfai5fn ^ I -^leO 

3?k^^*T ^<d)i<'3^ siftiPm ^ inrr 36 ’^■3^-<iRr ( 12 ) ^ ?nfd<Rif ^ trW ^t 
% ”3^ ■*ff5?l '% ^ |R W>T-R3I ^ 3f?pfcT "3^ Rlf^Mfd! ^ '3^ IRSTcT, fS'^^ ^ 315^17 ^ 3^ WTlft fs[^ 

3^ aqgj?^ irfefT ’PrPrqfoj f^jTir tjtjj fiiPifta 3^ *f3fcTT ^ ^ '^, ■*I«38f3T 3?|^ chl4mdH ^ 3R^RR 

#5Tn. ^3R^3rfira7^‘*^’'-iTH^f^500T^ 10X)00 3^^tarT^ <lr4!m HNHH (T?;3) 5 33"^ 150 33 3^ 

3)t 3TfVWT ^SRcTT 3?^ “f' RR lx 10* 2x10* 5x10* 'aft ^lcHd> RT SfeuilcHd) ^ ^ f t 

[m T?. ^5^TPT-21( 115)/2010] 
TR. "RR f^WT 
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New Delhi, 18th April, 2011 

S.O. 2512.—Whereas the CetUral Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub>sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non<automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge (Ik)nversion kit) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of 
series “AWC-30T’ aixl with brand name “APPLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufectured by M/s Apple 
Weigh Infra Limited, 1-1, New Madhapura, Sahibaug Road, Ahmedabad-380004 and which is assigned the approval marie 
INDy09/10/163; 

The said model is a load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge Conversion kit) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 1(X) kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) Display indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1: Model (Weighbridge) 





Figure-2: Schematic diagram offtie sealing provisitHi of the model 

Sealing shall be done to prevent opening of the weighing machine for fraudulent practice. Standing plate is 
connected through sealing wire passing from the bocty of scale through base plate and top cover with tlK lead seal, to get 
the stamping. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powo- conferred by std>-sectk)n( 12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
her^ declares that this cotificate of approval eff the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy, and performance oS same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 150 tonne with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘c’ value of 5g of above and with ‘e’ value of 1 x lO^', 2x lO^ or 5 x lO*", where k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufoctured by the same manufocturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufectured. 

IF.No. WM-21(115)/2010) 
B. N. Dixrr, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^5r,3ir. 2513,—R'M TC ’T^IT ■!■ 1% 

"3^ ^ snfRr'^) w 1976 (1976 60) cmr ^ 3?R ttn-R praF 

(■RTS^^ ar^Hk'i) f^, 1987 ^^ ^i 1% g rir d iT 3 pM^ ^ -qfg^ 

■^RTO; sfR WfI ^ 3PCR 

atm: 3ra■3^ aPiRiRm ^ tim 36 ^■3^-«iRr (7) apfR'arr-^ (8) gm to ^3pjh^ 
3T1^-1, if^, 3f?W^-380004 gm ■*T«2m (tW1431^-III) 

* ^Sar'l^-SO '3^ 3l'd»=b ^ ^T>Scl ^ 

(M^?^i^'Tranci^'3^TPif5^ 3?k 31511 ^ 3n^ ^/09/io/i64 

i, ^TjHkH W!TO ^ ^57# t; 

3«td l^eij "SRvR ^ ^ci an^Rd aR^Rnf^l^l I 3TRl^dd 

?Rclf 50 33 t 3^R ^^133 ?R3T 100 %m i I Wc«im3 RFRR 31^ (^) 5 %.m t I Tl^T t fara33 

7RT 5if3?m vrm i i wm "3?^?^ ■spite (v<^ i :^) 3jg?f ?f te ii H ■grqgffm 3 r?[t t i 

■ 3 q£ 6 Pn 230 ^ii?3 ^ 50 3IPII«lcTf %lRf 3RPT iR 3Jpf ^RtTT t I 

3TR§ftr-1 ;RflH(^^%il) 



3TT^pf?r~2 • hIsci 3Rt RtfcPT <6i RteFTn^tSf STRIUnT 

3ft 3fst '4* teR "33: ^ '4' ^ ylfd'l 3PR f33iW Rt%T 3)t "Sncft t I "Rte^ ^ Rtc^ 3R^ ^ '3333 33 

3tW3I33[ '5P13T3 '3PR 'RplT '331 ^ I 

3^ ■RT3nT 3P33 aiRlfWl 3ft 313 36 3ft'33-3^ (12) gm TO 71^3^’33 3Pit3 3R^ f(^ 3S ^tw 3RcTt t 
333'RfS3T ^ 315*ite3 '333333 # 3teff3 ‘SRt RtPl*rfdl glO ^ RtST?!, te^TO ^T^RR afR ^ WPft ^ fm^ 333 

3T^[Rt^ Tite^ 33 teRmWr 331 tef3ft3 ■3Rt ^ ^ St ^te?, 3«n«t3T 4R 3)te313R ^ 3TO 313»^V| lit ^ ^ 
5 m 3T3Rte aTf33r^‘*^”-RPr^f^500'5^ 10,000‘ 33) 3»t 41c3lHH RNHR aRRT^ (^) RfS3 5 33200 33 337 
3ft 3^33733 ^1331 31^ t afR^^^-RH 1x10*, 2x10*. 5x}0*, ^ f, 3it 33W3» 3T ^ITfM ' gB ' ^ ^ 'RRt' I 

[■RPT. ^^RR-21( 115)/2010] 
■^. R3. ^^t%T, teRl37 TTN f33n 


wy mw n m ^M» n pmt»i' tD^«> v,wtu, 4 


lDllfw,«l^,fkii 
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New Delhi, the 18th April, 2011 

S.O. 2513*—^Whoieas the Central Govenunent, alter considering the lepoit submitted to it by prescribed authorit)’, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 19^7 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-ni) of series “AWB-50T’ 
and with brand name “APPLE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manu&ctured by M/s Ai^le Weigh Infra Limited, 
1- L New Madhapura, Sahibaug Road, Ahmedabad-38(X)04 and which is assigned the ^iproval marie IND/09/10/164; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instiumem (Electronic Weighbridge) 
with a maximum capacity of 50 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect The Light Emitting Diode (LED) Di^lay indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 \felts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1: Model (Weighbridge) 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of the sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in e.\ercise of the power conferred Ity sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the (Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy, and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 200 tonne with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or above and with ‘e’ value of 1 10*', 2 x 10“ or 5 10“, where k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the samemanufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21(115)/20101 
B. N. DlXrr, Director of Legal M^rology 
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ART.'S!!. 2514.—^f^fpn 3IlfV«hiO ^R1 ^ [^"^k ^ ^PTTVH 1% 

'4^ RmW cif^lCl hT-SCI (* 1)^ ^ ^ a|(i HIM HIH«t» ■sTfVpRlH, 1976 (1976 ^ 60) cWT «lltl ^14 

(TTf5^^ srgxfe) 1987 3T^t 3TgifaT^'i:[I-g^T7f^ 

Wfi Mflfwfd^T ^ wr. 

3T?T: w^K, <sew 3(Tfi4(HHH ^ MRT 36 ^ '3'7-*^Rr (7) '3^-VRr (8) "SRI y'ATt mhIm 

^ TTT^ ^ %, I-l, "^RTVl^. wNT»T 3TFR^raK-380004 ^Rl R«n«fm (R«lRfcn ^-III) ^ 

** i<«h<«-10^** ^ W<t><=h ^ifen '3T?<?^Tf^TcT cfteR ci^h) ^ hT«ci f^Rl^ 9115' ^ ^TT ^ 

(1^4 '4<=K! hTscI 45^ HHI ^) 3^ 3i^h'|«^' 1 3TTf '^/09/10/165 f^HI ^IHI 3T^*Tt^ 

t; 

•iw "^tST "S^FK ^ RR ^C1 HiciH <SHM><oj (9bH Clf^) t SlfVMiaH ^PRTI 

10000 %.m % ^ ^'T5F? ^pmr 40 f^.m 11 ^r4i<n hnhh 3 rri^ (^) 2 f%;m 11 sn^ii^cn ■5^?! i I^tw 

TliT yf?lVlcT ^*R>d*1TrH«F VlftlT 3TT^Rg^ 31^1^ t I dc^'sfcR 5Fit5 (T^ i ^) T(^ RfTTFT ^R?fT t I 

<5y+0J| 230 ^ 50 5^ Vr^dl VRT 3m ^ ^RRlli I 

3lie^ffl-1 




[(■ <r' t| ' i/ It; ! 
[/. [I'_'! 'i; II' I 



i * 



3^1 <J>fa-2 ; “RTSH ^ tflfoi^i «r»t^ ^ "^j^HT^nS "SHRinT 

^ 3<m< sftr ^3TC 'c^'i "4 oni 5^4 "4 'Rtiwi "fR^nri Rtf^n ^lol ■!■ 1^ 

'FMi'iwf «i5i6K ^ ^srt^ ^ ^ ^ %Ti Rtf^’n ^ ^simt ^ i ^ R]d«f4 ^ ^ 31?^ ^hriro 

5FTUFH TPTT t I 

■3M^UI ■4 ■^154 ^ ^ i I ^T54 ^d4vn ^ ^ ^ ^ 4^4 4 f5R 

34t ^-<1^ ^<*=bK '5^ ?JRT 36 ^ "^R-VRI (12) ^ '5^ ^ TPlH ^ 'S^W ^^Rcft ^ 

% ^5^ 4f5^ ^ ^ ^ sfcpk f^rH^ni 5RT "34^ fRSw, ^ '341 RRful 4 ftro4 ^3^ 

4f5^ ^ fqpRiful I^RTT RRl't', fqFiPio ■SRt >^’<acii ^ 44 4^, "zi^lT^cTT 3^4 «t>l4mcRT ^ 3M<^r<ui 4t 41 

5 m RT^5^ 344^^ “|"'RPT^%R 500 4 10,000 4^Tc^HR^RTWr 34Rm (R^) R%cT 50 f^^-TTl. 4 30 

41 344^RTJT aRlcTT^f 34 t -RF IxiQ*, 2x10*, S^IO*, '^t', 41 *FTIcR^ ^ 7^ 4 RR^Fl f I 

[FT, 4 5^xf-21(115)/20I()] 

41. RR. 4^, f4?TF, ITTR f^Tin 
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NnvDdlil, the ISthApril, 2011 

S.O. 2S14^WheRWd)eCeitfialGovemiiieiit»afkerooiisideruigtbeitponsi]lmuttedtoitt^pfescribedautlK> 
is satisfied that the mocld deicribed in the saM ctp(^ (see the figuie given below) is in ccKifonnity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Wei^its and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Wei^its and Measures (Aiq)roval of 
Kfodels) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use ^ to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Notv, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Ontial (jovmment hereto issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Oimiype) w^ digita] indication ofMMium Accuracy (Accuracy class-IU) of series **ACS lOT* and with 
brand name^^AjPPIJE*’(hereinafter tefened to as the said model), mamifectuied by M/s Apple Wgh Infea limited, I-1, New 
Madhapu^ Sahibaug Road, Ahniedabad-380004 and iriiicb is assigned the approval JNDA)9/10/165; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Crane Type) with a 
maximum capacity of10,000kg. and minimum capadtyof 40 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2kg. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare efi^. The light emitting diode (LED) indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Volts, SO Hertz afternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Flgpire-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

The sealing is done through the holes made in upper and lower plate on the rear side of the indicator, then sealing 
wire is passed through these holes. S^ing shall be done to prevent opening of the weighing machine for fraudulent 
practice. A typical schematic diagram ofsealing provision ofthe model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration, Adq) switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the powo* conferred 1^ sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval ofthe said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity range from 50 kg. and up to 30 tonne with verification 
interval (n) in the range of500to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x lO*', 2x 10*^ or 5 ^ 10*^, where k is a 
positive or negative whole nunfoer or equal to zero, manufectured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with \riiich, the said approved model has been manufectured. 

(F.No. \VM-21(115)720101 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrolog>’ 
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28 31^,2011 

W. 311. 2515.—9lfl4«€T(l SRI “3^ ^ ^ ^ ^ t 

3lf%#rw, 1976 (1976^60) cT«Tr^3f[l^'^H^ 

t«N 3fk ^ 31^ 

STT: 3R W«f>R, ^ IIRI 36 (7) 3fk^-<IRT (8) ^ 31^ ^ TT^ «fn^ 

^ ^ TPK, HW<<[iU«^I-3645 15 BRT '^'S^^ TWT*}?n (W«f?fT ^-III) ^ 

t (^ wt) 3^iTl^ 3111^1^^/09/10/611 1^ ^ t, 3 T^>t^ 

*17*51 1^ ^ IWR ^ *?nc ^ 3TreiftiT ?ft?n (^«l5ldTM Uf^) t I srf^^KliT 

OTW 30 fiBlIff. 'SAt ^'Wh SWfflf 100 UT. t I iimPI artRIH (^) 5 3Il f l 1^ adT^T^cTH t ?TfT 
yRiifW viftff aiT^jwi 3RW113njn?Tii4hi (tupi^^) to?^Rwiih 3???ffi'tt ^r??n11 

230^3^ 50 ^4^ sirmiltn VRT ’’R «f»(cii ^ I 

aipp^-i 



3«n|if^-2 ; iifim ^ w Bram 

^ l| 1^ 401^*1 ^PR^^^^W?fr 11 ^ftlST 3flT 

3 >i<flll*i ^ I 

3?i< ^*^*1 W3>K '3*Rf 3lft(p1<w ^ liro 36 ^'3'I-«IRr (12) BRT T*^ ^ 31^ ^ ^ ^ 

% "3111 ^ 11^ m IrtW ^ Sftptn Wwffll BRt I^WW, ^ 3?^^ TTPTOt ^ fJTO^ 

”3^ *i3*il^ii ^ 1^ W i, "3# >jaRn ^ ^ ift ^ 

1 ft-m ^ 2 m Tiv *'|*’ ^ ^ 100lOW iwr ^ t^r 'irwm 'mm (xr?T) 3?k 5 m ^ - 3 ^ 

iowo?pr^i?sr^‘«f*n^T3iwi3i^ (1?^) ■«%?T5o%.^iT. ^ 
^t^**V*m l>‘lo^2><!0^5xlO^i 

[^. ^ ^S5^i^-21(278)/2010] 

^ ^tf^, ^^ch, f¥^ ^ ^r5iB 
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New Ddhi. the 28th Apnl, 2011 

S.O. 2515.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said rqx>rt (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers (x>nferTed by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government herein issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “KTT-03” and with 
brand name “CAPITAL” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Capital Scale Industries, Ghanshyain 
Nagar, Jesar Raod, Savarkundla-364515 and which is assigned the ai^xoval mark IND/09/10/611; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with a 
maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 ^felts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Scaling is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by hole 
in base plate and top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of scaling provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that Uiis certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accunicy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval (n) in the range 
of 100 [o 10,000 for c' value of 1 mg. to 2 g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5,0<X) to 10,000 for ‘e’ value 
of 5 g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^ 2 10'^ or 5 ^10^, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero 
manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials wifit 
which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-2l(278)/2010| 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^ 28 2011 

SIT. 2516.—510 

1976 (1976 ^ 60) W W 3?tt tin PTO 
(tit^* W\ 3T5*lk=7) 1987 ^ ^ 31^ t 3?lT ^ ^ ^ IFNPR! 1cNTOR 3Rh ^ SWfv T^ Ot S^RT Tlf^ 

^’11 y, TISOT 31^^ vi'aH 

3T?T: ^ 3TfqfTN ^ ^RT 36 ^ S^-VRT (7) -^R-tlRI (8) 5RT 3 RtT Tlf^’^ 3NW ^ 

^ ^ WRN TR, im Oi aRgI^»g ^-364515 510 f^ fiPld 0^10 Tpsngf^ (O^-III) ^ 

“^Rh^-02" ^ 31^ 3R^^Tf^ cto <4H<6<U| ’SI^R) ^ 'Sfe ^ NR 

(f^^*WNRT3T?I^TIT^N^TT^t) 3^f^ 3 T^ r 1^H 3T1^RR^/09/10/612 ORjl^fVId 1^ W t, 

3I^Rt5R 3RINT-TN NRt NRft %; 

SNT -Rf^ T^ Tf^ 3J^ NT RR 3TTRTfRT 3RNN%T SRNTN (t^HRT.^ NfR) f I SifRNcR 

^TROT 1,000 tN.TTI. sftT ^TRN 2 %.Tn. t I RcRTRR RTMHR 3RRRT (^) 100 01. t I 3TT^R^ ^ f^RTNT 

TTrT OtRVTO ^c^chdHlrR* OtIrT 3TT^RgRR RRTO t I ONTTT (T^R ^ ^) 05?! c*?B RftNTR BR#m NRH t I 

SRNNT 230 3TtT 50 OcRTNff RRT KTR RT NT^J NRTT t I 



r‘ 

3ITfjfR-2 : Rf5?T Nt ^1fdR NR^ NT o1mH1«I^ ^TNOTR 

Nt RT^ ^ RlfdO NTR fHNId RR fSRI^ tR rThM N^ NT?^ t I RtcT ^ RT«T ^ fSFI^ ^ ^ ^ 3^ 
^ NRT NTR fRNTN NT TT^N tru t I RT5N N^ "OtN^ NT^ ^ SRRO ^ ^ Rt^RTR^ 

^l^illR SRTtNT RN t ! 

SR^RR ■=Afd^VH RN RfO ^ t I RN R^ N^ ^^N^ ^ %T R/^ NT^/R^ ^ t^' feq 

*ftMfRRTt I 

TRNR 3<w SlfRfRRR Nt NTT 36 Nt SR-NO (12) 510 0^ R 57 xmVi NT^ ^ RF RINRI NTc1\ ^ 

% SNI T(f5^ ^ ST^hIrR ^ W 3IRTN-RR ^ 3RRfR STlt FlFlRfcll 5R1 STft fTI^d, fSN^R ^ 3T3TIR sfR 'STlt TOROt f^RT^ 

■3NT aif^Rtf^RffS^Rnt^RWf^RNt, SlkNTTfRINR^OtNRSRNTN Rt#\ 

^ 5 TIT. N STT^ SlfON ^ “i" RH ^ 500 ^ 10,000 ON ^ ^ TONRH RTRRH STOON (T^R) TT%0 50 fN.TTT. ^ 

5,00fjfN,m ONNt 3TfVN0R^rR0TN^t‘3fk“^’'TTTR 1x10*, 2x10*, S^IO*, ^ M ' RlcRN N t^T^N RT ^ 

TTR^ f I 

[NT. Ti 'S^tTR-21 (278 )/2010 ] 
■^. RR. <{H*SiTO, fR^NN, iNfRN "RN fOOTR 


,. •. i 


HiifhiW U imilH W H H pilH* 


'4«f^|Ultll< 
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New Delhi, the 28th 2011 

S.O. 2516.—Whereas the Central Government, lafter considering the report submitted to it by presented authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (se>e the figure given below) is in conformity with the i^^sion^ of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to nuuntain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the jK>wers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Ontral Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-in) of series ‘‘KPF-02” and with 
brand name APITAL” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by I^s. Capital Scale Industries, Ghansl^^ 
Nagar, Jesar Road, Savarkundla-364S 1S and which is assigned the approval mark INDA)9/10/612; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 1,000 kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtr^ve retained tare effect The Light Emitting Dio(fo (LED) di^lay indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power suj^ly. 

Fignre-1 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on display by passing seating wire from the body of the display. The seat is connected by hole in 
base plate and top cover of display, then seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical schematic 
diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of ^proval of the said morkl shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 5,000 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,0(X) for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10*^, 2^ 10‘‘ or 5 x 10'‘, where k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21(278)/20101 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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5^,2011 

w. aw. 2517 .—^^ '^rflrcTinfill m ^^ ^ t 

f% It qVj ^ -Rfs^ ^ >^ < 1^fd ^ ' ^' ) ^ 1976 ( 1976 ^60) ^ ^ alk 

(Ttfs#’^ 3g»to) fnm, 1987 arp^ t aftrTR ^ ^ t % cpirmr •sm ^ ^ ptsct 

fTmi 7^ Wr ^R?n #tt; 

aWT; 3TW «<4)K, <4«w arfllR^lH ^ VRI 36 ^ ‘^TT-VRI (7) 3?^ '3^-^1171 (8) SRT ^ 'jrTR ^Rc! 

Igll M 1^ 3IT, %. 33, ■=1’R, TihleT^O 'Wtir Tsrq^ (TTjRXR) ^ 

( ^*ip 4 cH ^-iii) ar^^ ^T^-f ^f^ci cn^H -sqcb^'Ji (^^^rrr's:!?^) 

t) a|y^ 1^ arjm^-i an^ t^'^/09/10/208 

w^?T t, arjqt^ 3mF>m •srrft ^ t; 

^SRRT hTsci T^<b 0^*1 i<«hR ^TT RR ^d aTTMlf^ a<^4|'c|(fdci cild'i 4H«b<'J| (ii4d 2 .Tm S^R ) arfv^^ciH y^RT? 

30 %.TiT. a^h[ 100 m 11 "RmH srto^ (^) 5 ur. 11 t fm^ m sffa5?va 

«i^cnicH 4 » tiT^ acTT^^ig^ TTflira f 13 i 5 >m 'snte (tj;^ i ^) 31 ^ rftH==i «FRm 11 ^ch<u[ 230 

af[^ 50 ■jR^fraaf wci Rf^rt "sr^ ■'r aRar ^ 1 


3W^-1 : RTS^ 



3ii^fn-2 : WhSH «h<^ W ’SrPRinT 


^ 1 ^ 1 ^ * 1 ^ pldH ^ Wt^rn RPR fa^>TcT RR Rtf^RT Rjt '^licfl ^ t RT^T^ RTf RlcTR^ RRH ^ ^'TRR RTT T^RT 
31^^ ^iRCiw <n<!l«w rrt ^ 1 

^’WKRT CRT Rft t I RI?tt 5^^9Pl ^ R?t ^ ^ R %R 

a^k R^'3Ra Rit RRI 36 R^^-RRI (12) IRT 3R;RRf^‘RRR^W^R?RWnrTRRc!tf 

% "^Pia RfecT ^ anjf^a ^ fR RRToi-Rjr ^ aRpfa aRt fafaRfar ^ "3^ fR^rfa, fsRi^a aF ar^RR afhc 3 ^ RTRTft ^ 

■ 3 ^ 3?5*^l^ Rfs?i ^ ftfiRha ftjRi RRi i, fMaffrci ^ # ■^rt, RR?«t?n arti Rn'^RT^a ^ ctRtr ^rc^xoi ri ^ 

■aiy 1 tR.m 2 m fW) ^ “i^” RR ^ %R 100 10.000 <ra> ^ ^ Raqm rpthr 3rrrt (tr) afk 5 m ri 3r^ 

arfiRf ^ RR 500 ^ 10,000 7R? RJt TfST RcRPR RRRR 3RRr?r (TR) R% 50 %m cT^ ^ aif^RKTR ^RRTT 
RH^f 3flT‘*^”RR IxlO* 2x10*, 5xlO*,'^t','5it RTlcRR) RTtjo^ I 

[RR. n ^^RR-21(126)/2010] 
RR. fR^RR7, f^RRT RTR 


4 |1^44i(ipnM-»|.- -f> Mil 




.4*\ 
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NewDelH the 5th May, 2011 

S.O. 2517.—Whereas the C^itral Government, after considering the rqwrt submitted to it prescnbed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, tl^refore, in exercise of the powers conferred 1^ 5ub>sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Ontral Government her^ issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Ihble Top Type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-111) of series “AAT’ and with 
brand name **AAS** (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufacture by M/s. Unique Wep Retail Pvt. Ltd. 33, Udai 
Nagar, Gopalpura Bypass, Nirman Nagar, Jaipur (Rajasthan) and which is assigned the approval mark lND/(>9/10/208; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table Top lype) with a 
maximum c^}acity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare device with 
a 100 per cent sut^ctive retained tare ^fect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The 
instrument operates on 230 Wts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

F1gure-1: Model 



Fig|ure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done 1^ passing the sealing wire from the body of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further; in exerdseofthepowcr conferred by sub-section (12) ofSection 36 of the said Act, the Ontral Government 
herriy declares that this certificate ofi^ioval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accura^and perfOTmance of same series with maximumcayacity ly to 50 kg. with verific^on scale interval (n) in the range 
of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 2 g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for e’ \alue 
of 5 g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^, 2 x 10^ or 5 x 10^. where k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to 
zero, manufiictured by the icame manufac turer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials 
with which, the said approved model has been manufectured. 

lF.No.WM-21(126)/20101 
B. N. DIXTT, Director of Legal Metrolog>’ 
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5 2011 

w, 9nr, 2518.—yin^efi'i^t SRI ^ ^ ^ t 

ft) ^^ HT8<H Hi ^ A<jf ) ^ 3ffc^RHy arfirf^, 1976 (1976^60) 

Pm, i987^”3yaf<iif^3^3^t tft)?™T3i^^ 

TWT^ftr VITR ^ ftf'lH ^ TOT ^R?IT 

3RT: qm36^'5^-«rRr (7) a#iT'3^-qRr (8) 

^ ^ m fti, 33, TO w, "nhiHgo •smftm. wi^ (ttsttot) srt ftftftci wtftr 

3R2RTftl^ titeR'3TOT^ (*<^^4)14 ZI?^) ^ 

■W5Tm“'RT^1??T’’t (ftl^Fl^W^TORl.TO'Rfe^T wwt) sfk ftr^ 3 Tt| T35'^/09/10/209 flH^^Pvid 

ftr^n ^ t, afgjqft^ "and ^sBTcft t; 

TO TTfe?i Tj^ ftFfRT ^ TOR ^ *iR #T 3iTtnft«T 3RZR!ftm TOR^ (< ^ 4>i 4 TO) 11 
^fTO 1,000 ftr-tlT. t ^ WTT 2.5 ftr.UT. t 1 TOTPT MIMHH SiRRRI (^) 50 TIT. t I TO ‘^ft^T t ftTTOT 

WT ®1*R>5HT?'‘TO' ®ITft?T y*ii<^ '§' I 3Wr?T (t^ "i ■^) TO?t nlcru hRuiih 'SM'^Rici =t><.ai ^ I 

■^TOT^ 230 qleti 3?lT 5v0 TOTracff VT?J TO^ ^ *<>i4 TOTTT ^ I 



3TI^>ft’-2 : hT-Sci Tftftnr W «fl'fl»u«i«5 «i<4i<iH 

^ ^ TTlftn ^TT^ fro^ TO ^ Wt t I MUd ^ Tft^T^ TO^ ^ TO TO 

■^ft^RTO TOTOT TOR fro TO t I 

TOTO'n stif^O «t)Rn^<n "^^>1 "^ftVT ^ I «iieO ach Tftr^ TV^ TO^/R^ f$R 

^ftRTTOt I 

3?R ct)^04 TRTOT TO STf^ftro ^ ^TTR 36 ^ TO-TOT (12) SRI TOT Vlftd^T TO TTR^R TO^ ^ TO RftdT TO^ t 
ftr hTsci ^ .*1 ^ ^ SRPft <5^ri f^Pi*i[ni Ski <jtfl f^^siin, fs'^i^'i ^ ■ST^RR RPRit ^ ftlR^ 

"TO ar^RlfTO RfSR TO ftftRW fron to %, ftftftir ^Rt *jRRTT ^ ^ St ■jftr, RTOsftr acfR TO^ftTRR ^ cltdR TOTO Rt 
^ lOOft.Tn. RT-3R^3TfTO^ TO ^ 5,000 ^ 1,00,000 TO^^-^f R7RTTO RTRTO 3RRTR (T^R) Rft^ 50 ft>. 

m 5,000 fti.Tn. TO^ srfTOTR ^TRclT^t'3flT“^'’.TO I^IO*. 2x10*, 5x10*, ^ 'sft TOcTO RT sirTOTO iplftr RT 
^ ^ I 

[TO. R. '5^T^R-21( 126)/2010] 
RR. slftm, ft^RRT, ftfTO TO ftro 


i .il..4't.liWII>l4|.Mi. nil. , ltiiyHHWip imn ip,H»H ' 
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New Delhi, the 5th May, 2011 

S.O. 2518.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it t^piescr3)ed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (50 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (^ 4 )proval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service Under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub*sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government her^ issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy Class-II) of series ''AAP” and with brand 
name “AAS” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured fay M/s Unique Wep retail Pvt. Ltd, 33, Udai Nagar, 
Gopalpura Bypass, Niiman Nagar, Jaipur (Rajasthan) and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/209; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum capacity of 1,000 kg. and minimum capacity of 2.5 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50 g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare efifea. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power suH)ly. 

F^re-lhfodel 



FigMre-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done by passing the sealing wire from the bo<ty of the scale through holes. A typical schematic diagram 
of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/Mother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and upto 5,000 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of5,000 to 1,00,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1 x 10^, 2 x 1 O’' or 5 x 10*', where 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance wiH' 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said improved model has been manufoctiued 

[F.No.WM-21(126)/2010J 
B. N, DDCrr, Director of Legal Metrolog; 
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5^, 2011 

W, 3ir. 2519.—TP!3)R ^r%cT ■grfwd ?rt ^ 3R^ ^ Tm f 

W3^k^'*TR^3^^ 1976 (1976^60) 

(■RTS#’ 3Rg*te) fWT, 1987 ^ ^ 3T3 ^b:R ^ ^ ^ ^TRPRT f ^ ^PTIITR 3Rln ^ 3T^ '^f TifsB 

■5is?1«lcn afk f^fRH <m^<W wi Tl^; 


3rfT: 31^ -3^ a^fqfSm ^ vm 36 ^ ■3T-«1^ (7) 3fk3T-mTr(8) SRI TP^ V i r%1Rlf ^ ^ 

^ ^ 1^, 9/158-^, ^ ('^. 3n,) <6^RMqj[ -641008 ^RT fifPtffid ^«2IR (^W1«f!tT ^-III) 

<=<lc^ * * RtsffR^-^fl^Rf * * ^ flldR ^RSfR®! ('^dR»f4 d^R) ^ hTsqi olis ^ RH 

3^lT 1^3ni{i??f ^/09/n wn t, 

3T5*^H Wn-TsT ^ wt t; 


3^ RT-Sd 3BF>R ^ ^ al<nR ('^<iR>i4 3If^) t” I 3TfV«hffR 

1,000 ^.m 3fiT 4 %.m i -Riwr mm (f) 200 m 1 1 ain^^ipR ftRBJi 

7TcT--Srf^ '^cictjcrUIcR^^ t I lB>m 3c^l^ -51^ im if '^) Rtt^ 3R^flM t 1 

3T^u i 230 3flT 50 3^ tilRT 31^ ^ ^ ^RtlT t I 



3Tr^-2 : tjfSB ^ ^ g T gR i m 


OT wm 'S(^ i\ ^i\ Tftfm fT«Rid ^ ^ w i t ■rTsb -sr^ ^ 334^1 wtjt 

^!^ijiR 3q'<l=ki 1 


1^ I 

3^1 ^ 3rf^Tf^ Rft ym 36 3^ 3R-VRr (12) ^ 3P^ Iflterf ^ RRW RF RRcft % 

% 3R^ tffeB ^ ^ ^ RRm-RR ’% 3fcrf3 3^ M¥lfm SRT 3# ^ 37^^^ 3^^T 3# -TIPTO^ ^ f^RT^ 

3R3 ST^Rtf^ RTF^ RR f^H'HWi 1^ tiRT f, 37ft ^ ^ # ‘^RT, RRl^fcR 3?l7 RT 4 w R ^ cftBR 3RRR«T ^ ^ 

^ 5 m RT 3R^ a7fy[R7 ^ RPT ^ 1^ 500 10,000 ?R> Rft ^ 'RcRNR RNRB 37^ (Tjr:?) Ttff^ 50 if 

5,000 %.m 3R7 Rif arf^lR^RR ^RRT RT^ t 3^ ' RB lxlO^ 2^10*, 5><10^ ^t, Rlt RRRRRT Rl RTB^TR?RT ^ 

^TR^f I 


[RR. U 3^T3rR-21(335)/2010] 
T^R. ^(tf^, fR^TTRT, iRteRTR 
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New Delhi, the SthMay, 2011 

S.O. 2519.—^Wltereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authorin . 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures (Approval of 
Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use and to render 
accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of iMedium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “PRB-PF’ and with 
brand name “PRABHUS” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufectured by M/s. Prabhus Scales, 9/158-B, Main 
Raod, Kuniyamuthur (PC.), Coimbatore-641008 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/11/61; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with a 
maximum c^racity of 1,000 kg, and minimum capacity of 4 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200 g. It has a tare de\ice 
with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 \blts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2: Schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected b> hole 
in base plate and top cover of display, Aen seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is gi ven above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been proN'ided in A/D card/i uother board 
to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power coiferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the iasd Act, the C eni < a 1 Go\ ernnient 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrumexus of similar make, 
accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg, and upto 5,000 kg. wth verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of500 to to 10,000 fw'e’valueofSg. ormoreand with‘e’value of 1 <10^, 2^10^ or 5xl0\ wherck 
is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model Itas been manufactured, 

[F.No,WM-2i(335)/20iUj 
B . N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Mciroiog> 
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W.W, 2520.— ^ (3?#T afiT 3Tf¥^, 1957 (1957 ^ 20) ^77^ ‘5^ 

3TM^Wwt)^mT9^'3?-VTO(l)^ arMh^ *IR?! '%^ fl'MI<=h ^.an. 288, 

18 ”31^, 2011, ^ ^ 'tnm, ^ II, Tste 3, 'agrafe (u), 29 2011 

arfM^JSRI it ^ ■21T 3^7 ^ ^ arfM5f>R (M ^ to ■'FIT ^ 

arfiT^Rm ^ vm 10 ^ ^-m (1) ^ 17^ ^ am^rflr^ •^^7 ^ tjtto ^ m,; 

a^k, ^RTO ^ ^ ^ t % W3«i ^ ^FkrFk=^ fcif^, it^, 'mm 60 , 

to~f^c!m37-495006 ('tfaftflMS) (f^ ''TT^ ^77^ TOP# TO ^ t), ^ alk ^ ^ 

TR^nr ^ Pifncn aTfMTtf^FT «h7ni 'dfqti ar^^TTcB "^7^ ^ ; 

377T:, ara, 7T7TO, ^ arfvfSnm ^ tHTT 11 ^ ■a^-^mr ( 1 ) ^ W?T vi^i? 

t TITO ^ a^k ”377^ ^ 7rt?V3rfkTO,7!l7k5 ^3H^^^,2011 ^ '?W7-k’W TITO ^ 7?^ 

^ TO^t, afk 7171? ^ 37%lkT 73^ 3^ TliTO'l TOFlt 'k' ^ "an^?. 

(1) 717^ TOFft, 3^ arfkfk^ ^ 3^^ ^ a7#r 'm a ^ w ifig gt ^T , tok, ^mA afk M ^ ^ tot fro 

Tnft 77 ^ 1 4? ^3(kl 7I7^n7 ^ TrfTTjM «h^*n; 

(2) 717^ TOT^ ?!7I 7T?f (1) ^ 37lfkT, ^3(kl 7I7TO ^ 7^^ TTOf W aimiR*, ^ ITlkB ^ 3^ 

aiflifm ^ TOI14 ^ a7«jH aTfirror ^ ^ 1^ ^in7*Tr twt a?f«TO»T a^k arfiiror ^ 

773nwi ^>7^ ^ ^ f^4d 64Rw ^*'% 77^ 3TOT 7?^ TOT, 71<*l(l TOF# |571 TO11^ afk ^ TITO 

3^ ^ ^ 377'>77 ^ ^ ^ 371^ 7^>^^ ^ ^ anft^ 3Trf?7 71^ TOknfNr ^ TOT 

3TO1, TFtft TO *ft, -JITO 717^ TORt ?!7T TOT 1%^ 

(3) TOFft,^^#77I7TO^371^ 3»t, %7ft ^ TITO t^l%3 

3W ijf*7 ^ 7|r 377 ^ ^ arf^I^ ^ ^ ^3(kl 717TO ^ 371^ TOlk^ ^ ■^l 3^ TOfsnfN! ^ 

Tm^armroiit; 

(4) ti7%»i^ TFt, *6^4 y74>i< % ’’^ ^ 1^3t, 3«rt ijfk ^ fV4l a^pi 04 f^ ^ aidk^ 3jt vif^ 

3^3kft;a^ 

(5) 7l7^TOI=fr,T^fl^afk7mf TO’^^^3(kr777TOSf7r,^^TO7Wlk,347T*j|3^^rf^^‘^1^ 

1^ 'sii^ '41 arfk^tPTTl 4>l^ 3fn^, 4Ti^ I 

[411.77.43015/10/2009-^arnarts^-1J 
477 . Tit. 4u34T, H<71«b 

MINISTRY OF COAL 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 6th September, 2011 

SLO. 2520. —Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal 
number S.O 288, dated the 18lh January, 2011 in Part D, Section 3, Sub-section (ii) of Gazette of India, dated the 29th January, 
2011 issued under sub-section(l)ofSectioii9ofthe Coal BeanngAreas(Acquisition and DeveIopment)Act, 1957 (20 of 
1957) (hefetnafier ^referred to as the said Act), as all rights in or over the land described in the Schedule appended to the said 
Dotifieatitm O^eiemafier referred to as the said land) vested absolutely in the Central Govertunent free from all encumbrances 
under sv^bpsection (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, Post 
Box Number 613, Distiict-Bilaspur-495006 (Chhattisgarh) (heretnafier referred to as the Govermnent Con^rany) is willing to 
Q 0 n 4 )!y with snidi terms and coitions as the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now,, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the 
Central Goveinunent her^ direct that as all rights in or over the said lands so vested shall with effect from dated the 
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29th January, 2011 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Government shall vest in the Government Company 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely:— 

(1) The Govenunent Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, dainages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

(2) A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Govenuiwnt by the Govenunent Company under condition (1) and all expenditure 
incurred in coimection with any such tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by 
the Govemment Compare, and similarly, all e}q)enditure incurred in respect cf all legal proceedings like appeals 
etc. for or in connection with the rights in or over the said lands so vested, shall also be borne by the 
Government Company; 

(3) The Govemment Compary shall indemnify the Central Govemment or its officials against any other expenditure 
that nuQ^ be necessary in coimection with any proceedings 1^ or against the Central Govemment or its officials 
regarding the rights in or over the said lands so vested; 

(4) The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the said lands to any other person without the prior 
approval of the Central Govomnent; and 

(5) The Govemment Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Govenunent for particular areas of the said lands as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/1(V2009^R1W-11 
S. C. BHATIA, Director 


2011 

W,3IT. 2521, — ^ (apN 1957 (1957^20) 

^.3n. 3053, clRt^ IS f^^l , 2010,'5itTO^TF3m,^U,^3,'5nT#5(ii),?!T(l^ 18%l*^,2010^-5R>Tfi!Ttt^'n^ 

^ 1X418 (cmtm) -qr 3a68(eFm) ^’jpT-qr 
^ 3!#T ^ 3IT9P1 ^ ^ 

3?R WT TJifiwnfl. -3^ ^ dRT 8 ^ ^ ^ 

3?!^ ^ ^ fisraiT cp^ ^ '*T'^ ‘9’^ Wl?! ^ ^ 

TfRTOB W t 12.418 (wnPT) ^ 30.68 ^ ^ ^ 

3 m:, 3 m, mm ^ ^ 3 rftrf?m, 1957 (1957 ^ 2a) ^ tiro 9 ^ 

■ 3 ^-Uro (0 ^ IRTO 7lf^?rof ^ TTObr 'TOft ^ 313 ?^ 12.418^«R^ (dR^'l) 

30.68 (WTO) 'm ^-3^IT^^-Tmf sffimnr 3Tf% ^ t; 

^ 3 rfd^pnT ^ 3 Rrf?r 3 n^ ^ ^ 17 2011 

"^jT l, ^W'^>idl-700001 ^ 

•4 -qr ^m3^T ^ 3T3*^FT),Tfr>m^,1^i5iro3T-495006 (tsdflTi' w) ^ w\m tor -sit Tmmi 

11 


tjlii i d Ts^ ^hr 

(iTOT ir^) 

m 1/ RH/*fl«^'tfl/tJpl/4p5 niOtsi 17 2011) 
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1. 

99 

316 



12418 

*1R 


^ ^ 1Z418 (cmn) 

^ 30.68 (?Fm) 


1. unr (wr) ^ ^ ^T^nz"#®ir: 

35 ^ 37,38(^). 75(«nn), 76(*?PT), 77(*im), 78(»nn), 83(’RFT), 84(^), 85 ^ 93. 


^ftiTr^nTf5T :- 






TT-iT 


^-•5- 




^Tim fe06l<n ^ 37R*| ^ t afiT 75,76. 77, 78,84, 8331^1^ "'S’''qr 

I 

^ TIR ^ W lT5*n 38 ITNR W 36 ^ ^ 3^^ 35 ^ ■3??!^ ^ ^ ^ ■STlcft 

t I 

^3JRM^^^'^35,88,87,89^1^lftR^'W^^t3fiT^"V^teftt I 
tSTm ^89.90,93,92^^^Wt’^^^^^t I 

^<Si 14 H ^ 92,78 ^ ^ft*n tiwi 75 


[m U 43015/05/2010-'^3?R3nfs^-I] 
*nf^, Mv(«4> 


New Delhi, the 6th September, 2011 

S.O. 2521.—Whereas 1^ the notification of the Government of India in the Ministiy of Coal number S.0.3053 
dated the 15th December, 2010, issued under sub-secticm (1) of Section 7 of the Coal Beeuing Areas (Acquisition and 
Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and published in the Gazette of India, Part II, 
Section 3, Sub-section (ii) dated the 18th December, 2010, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire 
lands measuring 12.418 hectares (approximately) or 30.68 acres (^roximately) as suriace rights in or over such lands 
specified in the Schedule appended to that notification; 

And whereas, the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act has made his report to the Central 
Government; 

And whereas, the Central Govenunent after omsidering the aforesaid rqx>rt and after consulting the Government 
of Madhya Pradesh, is satisfiea that the lands measuring 12.418 hectares (^pioximatefy) or 30.68 acres (^roximately) as 
surfoce rights in or over such lands as described in the Schedule ^^nded hereto, should be acquir^; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers coolaTed Ity Sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957),. the Coftral Government herelty declares that the lands measuring 
12.418 hectares (approximately) or 30.68 acres (approximately) as surface rights in or over such lands as described in the 
Schedule, are hereby acquired. 

The plan bearing number- SE<X/BSV(^4/PLG/LAND/405 dated the 17th March, 2011 of the area covered by this 
notification m^be inspected at the OfBce of tlK Cbllectm; Shahdol (Madttya Pradesh) or at the ofiice of the Ck>al (i^ntroller, 
I, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 or at the Office of the South Eastern C^oalfields Limited (Revenue Section), Seepat 
Road, Bilaspur-495006 (Chhattisgarh). 
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sommz 

Rj^jeodiii Underiptmiid Miae Bloek, Sohagpur Area 
Diitrict-Sliahdol (Madhya Pradesh) 

(Plan bearing nunto SECUBSP/C»mX3/LAND/405 data^ 


Surface Rights: 


a 

No. 

Name of 
ViUage 

Patwarihalka 

Number 

Bandobast 

I'himber 

Name of 
Ibhsil 

Name of 
District 

Area in 
hectares 

Ronarks 

1 . 

Qdiirihiti 

99 

316 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

12.418 

Part 


Total12,418 hectares (approximately) 
or 30.68 acres (a^pproxiinately) 


1. Plot Numbers to be acquire in viU^ Chhirihiti (Part): 

35 to 37,38 (Part), 75 (Part). 76 (Part), 77 (Part), 78 (PMtX 83 (Part), 84 (Part), 85 to 93. 

Boundary Descr^tkm: 

A-B Line starts fix>m point ‘A’ in village Chhirihiti and passes through plot number 75,76,77,78,84,83 and meets at 

point ‘B*. 

B-C Line passes in village Chhirihiti through plot number 38^ along partly northern boundary of plot number 36, 
northern boundary of plot number 35 and me^ at pdnt *C*. 

C-D Line passes in village Chhirihiti along eastern boundary ofplot number 35,88,87,89 and meets at point‘d’. 

EME Line passes in village Chhirihiti along southern boundary ofplot number 89,90,93,92) and meets at point 

E-A Line passes in village Chhirihiti al(Hig soutbeiri boundary of plot number 92,78, partly southern boundary of plot 

number 75 and meets at starting point ‘A*. 

(F. No. 43015/05/2010-PRlW-Il 
S. C. BHATI A, Director 


^f^,7 tlRRR,20n 

^ (31^ ^ 1957 (1957 ^ 20) (^ 

titro 9 ^ (1) "^ ^ '=F13TI 3052 

10 2010, ^ mm, ’qm ii, to 3, (ii). is 2010 ^ 

^ ^ "gw ^ ^ (t^ ^ i) 

■6OKI ^ wer 10 0^ (1) ^ '9<irHfnoK fKvi oli'sO^ 

3fh, mmK ^ ^ -mm rtqi t % #q?T i^s, Tim 60 , 

495006 4»8I *1^1 ^), ^ 3?lt; ^ 

^ PiIhcci obi’ll ■gf^cT '4>iA ^ ^ ; 

3icT:, 3^1,w<!bR, aifiiPiRH "Rit tiiro 11 '3q-«iro (1) ?jRj 31^ ^ ^ 

t 2035.935 18%*^,2010'5^^#T^RT^T^’1F1 

j<«bR f^ff^ ^ 3^ TRff ^ 3TrilR ^ Pff^ 1^ 3T8?ff( :— 

(1) ■iR^^R;^,‘3R?T3TftiPm^^3q5Nf^3tuH‘W3tar«nft«T3i^i^,^qT^,^R>^ 

^ #0^* ^ TOHT ^ ijfir# ; 

(2) 'W3FT(t 'SPU (1) 3T#t, ^ “RR 3ra«nFT 'SR^ ^ 

3 T fi;P RR ^ «im 14 anlH tp? sqteRt ^ •*raR ■ampit ^ ^ 3tfijq><q sfh srfiRRtiT ^ 
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^ laR, *3^ STO ‘flif’l 3f^( ^fMf?! 

^ tjp? ^ ^ ^ ^ arftwR ^ ^ ^ «r^ 3nft ^ 

^ »rr «ft, I# 3TO ?Rr ^ 1^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ "qr ^ 3rfl?^ ^ ^ ^ *5^ SRT ^ "3^ 1^ f^ 

(4) T^=?(t*r ^ ^ ^ ■3 ?rt ^ afir’^pr ^ *qT ■afqr w 

arf^WJRqiJ^ 3ffT^ 71^ ^ irMt; 3 ?It 

(5) «<qji(l ^ Pj^vilf ^qFT,# <ii)'j(^q wq»R?Rr,^an^v^ i^,^jpr^sNf 

^ tff 3iftr^ ^’3rn^ T^ 


43015/11/2006-^ 


rK^-ii)] 
Tfft. «nfe^, f4^r»y 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th September, 2011 

S.O. 2522.—Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal 
number S.0.3052, dated the lOthDecendier, 2010, published in the Gazette of India, Part n. Section 3, Sub-section (ii), dated 
the 18th December, 2010 issued under sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Development) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinaiter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over the land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the and land) vested absolutely in the Central 
Government fiee from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the South Eastern Coalfieds Limited, Seepat Road, Post 
Box Number 60, District-Bilaiqnir-495006 (hereinafter referred to sfe the (jovemment Company) is willing to comply with 
such terms and conditions as the Central Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby direct that all rights of2035.935 hectares land in or over the said lands so vested shall with effect ffom 
18th December, 2010 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Govenunent shall vest in the Government Company 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely 

(1) The Govenunent Company shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

(2) A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by the CJovemmcnt Company under condition (1) and all expenditure 
incurred in coimection with any such tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by 
the (jovemment Compare, and similarly, all e?q)enditure incurr^ in respect of all legal proceedings like appeals 
etc. for or in coimection with the rights in or over' the said lands so vested, shall also be borne by the 
Government Conqjany; 

(3) The (jovemment Company shall indemnify the Central (jovemment or its officials against any other expendimre 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings 1^ or against the Central Government or its officials 
regarding the rights in or over the said lands so vested; 

(4) The Government (Company shall have no power to transfer the said lands to any other person without the prior 
approval of the Central Government; and 

(5) The Government (Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the. 
Central (jovemment for particular areas of the said lands as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/11/2006.PRIW-I (Vol.-HJ 
S. C. BHATIA Director 
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12 ftnP=5R,2011 

W.OT. 2523.—”^5^^ ^ (31#T 3?It I^WRT) SlfllfWT, 1957 (1957 ^ 20) (1^ 

siftifwT w w t) ^ «iRr 9 ^ z^-m (1) ^Trsm, w\ ii, ^ 3, (h), cTRt?i 

6 2010 ^ ^ # <w i ^ ^.3 tt. 2746, 29 3?^^, 2010 ^ ^ 

^y4>iVM'4’'qT'3H'qT^ 

3TfM^ ^ uRi 10 ^'3^-vin ( 1 ) ^ 3f^, ft wihT ^ "g^RT ^idWfflch *^'<04 ^<«t>K if 

^ w t), afiT Tra? ^ a<j4M4 ^ ^ f^, ^ -sf^ • 

am:, 11 ^’3?-qm(i)gm3m 

tt^WsrsRRftfjcTijfiT 3?1 t-33rt «jjTT aiftm^, wd^sT 6 2010WcT 

^ TF^ ^ tom, to#fto to«?^ 3?l^ 71^ ^ arijt?! tf# ^<4>i0 ^ ^iftm F^ w^, awf?!; :- 

(1) "3^ ti^eni/l 3^ aifiif^mH ^hoc^ ^ aitiH am^rfm 3rf?m»T, "mT^, 3«i>«if^MT aftr "*1^ ^ 

to ^ ^ tof^’^ Timnr ^ Ttf?r5Rf ; 

(2) sw Fi?f (1) ^ arvH, ^3(t^ to tof ^ amvam to ^ 3mto ^ to 3^ 

arfiitto ^ m \4i: artf^r aifto^T ^ ^ tor -m^w ^ toft aitomr aft^ ^ artomi ^ 
■^TFPmr ^ Pi*j«ici ohHwmT ^ 3^rm 3^ "gRr ^F3 1^>ft a^^^ 

Tj^ 3^ ^'ft''m 3H ^ ^ arfM^ ^ to "qT 3^1^ to ^ aito an^ to tom? tosnto ^ 

■Fw, to«m totoft; 

(3) 3^ ^qftt, 4)'{0q ^<4>K 'F^ M^Vlto ftft toft aRT ^apT ^ '^TU ftf, {Hfd'^nf toft "aft F’fl 

tom 3^ ’jfft ftf ^ 3H ^ ^ aitoilft ^ to "ft, totor y<«hK ■qr 3to m^viR^T gmu ■qr 33^ to?r ftot’ 
totoNf^toftf aim?^^ ; 

(4) 3w FRtot torft to, totor Fim>R ^ ^ aT 5 *to ^ tor, 3^ tjfft to arRiitof to toft arm toto to amfm 

3to to toto toF toft; aftr 

(5) Fimtototo,“tototoafRwrtont,-aiF c^>< 0 q g^ ra,'am^ a<mv^c«, ^^tow 
^ ^ %ft "to arftoftm to? ■ain? 1 


[^. U 43015/14/2009-ftFaiRan^55e^-I] 

ft;??, to to^, ttoTmr 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2011 

S.O. 2523.—^Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal, 
numberS.0,2746, dated the 29th October, 2010, published in Part n. Section 3, Sub-section (ii)oftheGaz^ of In^, dated 
the 6th Novembo^, 2010, issued under sub-section (i) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Dewlopment) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over the land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said land) vested absolutely in the Central 
(jovemment free fix>m all encumbrance under sub-section (i)of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur (hereinafter 
referred to the said Government Company)^ is willing to conq}ly with such terms and conditions as the Central Government 
thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 
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Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby direct that the said land and rights in or over the said land so vested shall vHih e£fect from 
6th November, 2010 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central Govcrmnent, shall vest in the Govnnnient Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely:— 

(1) The Government Company shall reimburse to the Dmtral Government all payments made in reflect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the Uke, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

(2) A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of detenmning the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by the said Government Conqiany un^r condition (1) and all e?q)ei«liture 
incurred in connection with any such tribunal and persons i^)pointed to assist the tribonal shall be borne by 
the said Government Company and similarly, all e^qienditure incurred in respect of all legal inooeedings like 
appeals, etc. for or in connection with the ri^ts, in or over the said lands, so vested, shall also be borne by the 
said Government Comparty; 

(3) The Government Company shall indemniiy the Central Government or its officials agamstar^ other cjqrenditure 
that maybe necessary in connection with ai^ proceedingsby or gainst the Central Governmeiit or its officials 
regarding the rights in or over the said lani so vested; 

(4) The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the said lands to any other person without the prior 
approval of the Central Govenunent; and 

The Government Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and whcrt necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/14y2009-PRIW-I ] 
S. C. BHATTA, Director 


12^1«TO,2011 

2524 ,—I957 (1957 ^ 2O) ( 1 ^ 

3Tfyfm ^ ^ t) ^ «RT 9 ^ ( 1 ) ^ sTt^br -aiRt w ^ wnr, ii, -m 3 , (ii), cfifbi 

27 2010 ^^ 2921 , cnrbsi 22 2010 

^ ^ aflT ^ ^ W ^ ^ ^ 

^ 10 (1) ^attiibT,^^1^, ^ 

3Tk, wi ^ -5^ TTTi t, % ^ci9)V^ (1^ 

^ Tqi t), afk TTctf ^ ^ ^ -siN ; 

1957 ^^ 11 

^ ^ 1|T^, ^ ^ t, ^ tjfh 740.85 (WPT) ^ 1830.64 (?!W1) ‘m 

^ 3TqN f¥f?f i\ '317^, ST^lfcT : - 

(i ) ^3^ arfqf^ ^ ^ aT#f Tjfcl^, "sm, 3^ ^^^'^-^Tsrq 

* V ^ ^ - \ /v 

Tpr^ ; 

(2) VTcf (I) ^ 34#T ^ ^ ^ ^ -gqi^iR ^ ^ 

3TfqPi4H ^ qRt 14 ^ srqH tjrap arf^t^TT^'41k,Mr cT^TT 3?!^ 3rfiiRvt24 “Ft 

^ Tamit ^ 3Tn^; 
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(3) «WK ^ «««» 3r^^' h^^i%ct 

tWii "4 3ira?^W^ ; 

(4) wwfl Vm’A ^•sO«l ^ ^ ftRT "3^ ^ fqitO 3PJ oqRw ^ 'SiaRci 

(5) W^l^l WM*fi, ■'^ Pl^^flT 7l?jf Midi 4>t^, flit «i»*50« «<«t>K ‘\®«Ki, 'iH|<i(V^«b ^ 

[m U 43015/12/2006-I(-grT^-II) ] 

^nf^, Mti^ 


ORDER 

New Delhi, the 12th September, 2011 

S.O. 2524.—Whereas on the publication of the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal, 
number S.0.2921, dated the 22nd November, 2010, pid>lished in the Gazette of India, Part n. Section 3 , Sub-section (ii), dated 
the 27th November, 2010, issued under sub-section (1) of Secti<Hi 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and Develc^ment) 
Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the land and all rights in or over the land described in the 
Schedule appended to the said notification (hereinafter referred to as the said land) vested absolutely in the Ontral 
Government free from all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas, the Central Government is satisfied that the Western Coalfields Limited, Nagpur (hereinafter 
referred to as the Government Company) is willing to comply with such terms and conditions as the d^ntral Government 
thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957, the Ontral Government hereto direct that the said land measuring 740.85 
hectares (approximately) or 1830.64 acres (^q)roximatefy) and rights in or over the said land so vested shall with effect from 
27th November, 2010 instead of continuing to so vest in the Central (jovemment, shall vest in the Government Company, 
subject to the following terms and conditions, namely:— 

(1) The (jovemment C^mpaiQ' shall reimburse to the Central Government all payments made in respect of 
compensation, interest, damages and the like, as determined under the provisions of the said Act; 

^) A Tribunal shall be constituted under Section 14 of the said Act, for the purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government the Government Company under condition (1) and all expenditure 
incurred in connection with any such tribunal and persons appointed to assist the tribunal shall be borne by 
the Government Company and similarly, all expenditure incurred in respect of all legal proceedings like ^peals, 
etc. for or in connection with the rights, in or over the said lands, so vested, shall also be borne by the 
Government Company; 

(3) The (jovcmment CoHq)aity shall indemnify the Central Government or its officials against any other expenditure 
that may be necessary in connection with any proceedings by or against the Central Government or its officials 
regarding the rights in or over the said lands so vested; 

(4) The Government Company shall have no power to transfer the lands to any other person without the prior 
approval of the Ontral Government; and 

(5) The Government Company shall abide by such direction and conditions as may be given or imposed by the 
Central Government for particular areas of the said lands, as and when necessary. 

[F. No. 43015/12/2006-PRIW-I (Vol. 11) 1 
S. C. BHATIA Director 
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^wi ^tN (araN ^ ftro) a i firfi p w , 1957 (1957^20) 

^ «iro7^^-«TO(i) 

^3112056,^ntt«i i2 3TTWT,20io,^^TO^wni,^n,^3,7Praf»(ii),iirto2i 3Pi«r,20io^Twn%i^ 
^ Mt 13rftl^3sn^ 'qftjh ^ ^ igpT ^"TO ^ 3|#T ^ 3M 3^ 

3fk Tm 3nfti^, ^ ■3W 3rf^?Pi^ ^ ^ 8 ^ 3fp^ ^^ arrft 

afl^, “mm Mi ^ f*RR ^ ^ -9?^ ^ wi^ ^ ^ ^ 

wvR ^ w t % 3r3q^ ^ wiWjt 467.21(wnrr) "in 1154.51 (WPT) iirr ^ ijpT aik ^ 

^ ^-TO ^ ^ afl^iiaKR atrt^ ^ ^ J 

3m:, 3m, wmr jN (a^^i 3rfi|Pl4H , 1957 (1957 ^ 20) ^ mn 9 ^ 

^-MRT (1 3Rm snHw^T ^ iniin ^ '^nr ^Ntni t 313 ^ 467.21 (?pw*t) ^ 1154.51 

(d'lVi) Tin ^ m TO''Ti ^ ^nft arf^mni 3rf% ^ j 

w 3Tftiq^ ^ arm^ grr^m^ sb ^ T rfw i ^-i(^)/ni/^i>am/85i-ll 1, mM 21 wwft, 2011 ^MaFi 
^5^. Crors?) ^ ^ ^ PpM, u * i4 ftiq ^iro ^^lw^^W“700 001 ^ ^!ra*?R ^ ^ 

TTsnmn^, (Tmm flrf^7ni^»^pi3(-440 001 (’ibto^) 

^ ««?»cii I 

W<4ii^ (^4dK 3ftliWI4^ '5®m 

(^13) Jim ■^fTt-i (^)/inM3m/85i -in, 21 ’3pm(t,20ii) 


sFT 

in*T ^ 

4ii«ll(l 





1 . 


12 



27004 


2 . 

4041^ (7R) 

12 



51.14 


3. 


11 



68.15 


4. 

1?R^^ 

34 

*R3®Rfr 


77.88 

W] 


^ : 467.21 hiZK 
(■cTWT) 
-^1154.51 

(WTT) 

•gm ’ITO# ^ aififa ^ ^ : 

44,45,46,47/1,47/2, 47/3,47/4, 48, 49, 50,51, 52,53, 54, 55, 56/1,56/2, 59/1,59/2, 60, 61,62, 63, 64, 65, 
66,67,68,69/1,69/2^, 69/2^, 69/3,70/1,70/2,70/3,70/4,70/5,71/1 *1FT, 71/2,71/3,71/4,72/1^, 72/2,72/2^, 72/3. 
73,74,75, 76,77,78,79,80,81/1,81/1^, 81/2, 81/3,98,99/1,99/2,99/3,99/4,99/5, 100, 101/1, 101/2, 102/1, 102/2, 
102/3.113,114,115, 116,117,118,119/1,119/2,119/3, 123, 124/1, 124/2, 125/1,125/2,125/3,176,177,178,179, 180, 
181,199/1,200,201,202,203,204,205/1,206 (^1^),206/1,206/2,206/3,206/4,206/5,206/6,206/7,206/8,206/9, 
206/10, 206/11,206/12, 206/13,206/14, 206/15, 206/16, 206/17,207, 208/1,209/1,210, 211,212, 213, 214/1,214/2^, 


H'lf »WPPM«WM»«I|I»M •'H I 




f :l. 
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214/3^, 215, 216/1^, 216/m, 216/2, 216/3, 217/1,217/2, 218,219/1,219/2, 220/1,220/2, 220/3, 220/4^, 220/4^, 221, 
222/1.222/2, 223/1,223/2, 224/1,224/2, 224/3, 224/4, 224/5,224/6, 224/7, 225, 226/1,226/1^, 226/m, 226/m, 226/2^,^ 
226/2^, 226/271,226/2,227/1, 228/1,228/2,228/3,229,230,231/1,232,233,234,235/1,235/2, 236,237/1,237/2,238/1,’ 
238/2, 238/3, 239/1,239/2, 240/1,240/2, 241,242/1,242/2, 242/3, 242/4, 243, 244, 245, 246/m, 246/2'Sr, 247/1,247/2, 
248/m, 248/2, 248/2®, 249,250, 251 (^), 252,253, 254,255 (^imiTt), 256/1,256/2, 256/3, 256/4, 257/1, 257/2, 258 
259, 260, 261, 262, 263, 264/1, 264/2, 264/3, 264/4, 265/1, 265/2, 266/m, 266/m, 266/2, 266/3, 266/4. 
266/4^,266/5 267/1, 267/2, (^),-=1^ (iRliT), W (*im) I 

nw (Tw) : 

18,19,20/1,20/m, 20/2,20/3,21/1,21/2,21/3,22/1,22/2,22/3, 23, 24,25,26,27/1,27/2,28,29,34/1,34/2, 
34/3, 34/4, 34/5, (<nn),(XTFT), ^ (XTin) I 

Um : 

63/1,63/2, 64, 65, 71/1,71/2, 71/3, 71/4, 71/5, 71/6, 71/7, 79, 80, 81,82, 83, 84/1, 84/2, 85, 86/m, 86/m, 
86/m, 86/2, 87/1, 87/2, 87/3, 88/1, 88/2, 88/3, 89, 90, 91, 92/m, 92/1®, 92/2 (7T^), 93/1, 93/2 CW^), 94/1, 
94/2 (Trm), 97, 98/1,98/2, 99, 100, 101/1, 101/2, 102, 103, 104, 105, I 

um a 3TMfT ^ Tmjm : 

124/1, 124/2, 124/3, 124/4, 124/5, 135/1,135/2, 136, 137, 138/1, 138/2, 138/3, 139, 140/1, 140/2, 142/1, 142/2, 
142/3,176/1.176/2,177, 178/1,178/2,178/3,191,192, 193 , 194,195,196,197,198,199/1,199/2,200, 201 /m. 201 /m, 
201/2,202,204/1,204/2,204/3,205/1,205/2,208 I 

’^fhrr fluf*!: 

^ - Tim 142/1, 176/1 

13lk Tim Riwviii ^ Tim ^ 4i0Hf^d -m ^ Tim '(rjH 

^ ^rlTti 52, 51 ^ ^H l 47/1,46, 45, 

44 ^ ^ ^ ‘®' ^ fHdd) I 

: traiTimxienA“A wmi* 44,70/i,7i/i,72/m, 102/1 ^^^m 

267/1, 266/m, 266/m, 266/2, 266/5 ^ 'A Wm. ^ ^ TWT Tim 

Mm?ft ipi !n*l 34/1, 

34/2, 34/3, 34(4, 34/5 ^ ^ ^^ t I 

m : tarTimftJ 2 nA^ i6iTd«(Mi<b 34 / 5,29 (w), I 8 , 19 , 20 / 1 , 20 /m, 20/3 

TiR ^ ^ ^ *xi' "9^ fHdd) ^ 1 

XI— "w : nm ^641^ ^ li'Sivft "5^ 10^ TWi urn aflr um 414 ^ m 41^ ^ Tim ^ 

m ^ Tim ^ 225 , 224 / 6 , 224 / 7 , 223 / 1 , 223/2 ^ 

^ ^ UR Mwdl ^921^ um Tim urr unsft Tim 

^ ^ TwmriTe 101/1; 101/2,102,103,104,105 ^ ^ uw 

^ Af5‘t’A mift 11 

T - -u : urn ^ 105,99, 98/2, 97, 94/1 ^ ^ tr ^ 

93/1, 63/2, 63/1, 64. 65, 86/2, 86/1®, 71/6, 71/7 ^ ^ ^ Ur 

TWI UR Ri< 4|*4|| uft TIR UR UR lcl<<sf'iii ^ 

205/2,205/1,208, 200 ^ Ararat t I 

“U - ^ UR R l <eM» <W I ^<W 1 4) 200,199/2,199/1,198, 197,196, 195,124/1,124/5 ^ 

ui^ ^ ^ 15^ lir5^ 11 
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9 124/4, 191, 192,193,202,204/1 

^ Tim ^ Twi TjR ^isciiqciF ^ Tim Tftm ^ ^ iim ^ 

71/1, 71/2 79, 80, 81, 83, 84/1, 84/2, 

88/1 I 

F : twTim202, 201,200,199/1,205/1,208/1,209/1 Tim 

^ ^ WWfib 231/1, 228/1, 228/2, 228/3, 227/1, 226/2^, 226/2^, 226/2'n, 
226/2 I 

IT - ^ Tim wft *131^ ^ ^ \imth 240/2, 239/2, 238/3, 237/2, 237/1, 236, 232 ^ ^ Tltm ^ 

TPR?frl5^ Tre^W^)T5frt3?iT'^TT54mr207, 206, 181 f^‘^' 

I 

^-3 : tWTim Mmd) «T3l^'^^?rfeTT^ 181 3?tT^?^TTS2lT^ 

176, 177, 125/3, 125/2, 125/1, 123 TWlTT^^ in|5 Tftm ^ ^ ^ TTS*IT^ 119/3^^ 

^ITHt ^ WWW 98, 99/5, 99/4, 99/3, 99/2, 99/1 ^ Tftm ^ TIW ^pRcft ^ *3’ ^ 

^TIRfrt I 


3- 3 : ^Tim'Wft^RZl^^^^TTWmr 75, 76,77,78, 79, 80, 81/1^, 81/3 TWTTl^xr^'^TTSqT^ 
59/2,59/1,56/2 ^ ^I|5 T^h^TTWlTim TOft «131^ T^*Tim tflT^ ^ ^ T1^<T%T Tim Titm 
Tim fW^ir VriTe «IM14> \im , 178/2, 178/3, 138/3, 138/1, 137, 136, 135/2^ 
iTi|]4 Titm ^ Tiw Tpi# t *3*-qr 

3- ^Tim’TtairaflrTim"3^^TTfi>rt^TimTftm^^Tim ^^ 

135/2,135/1, 140/2,140/1, 142/3,142/2, 142/1 3Tt 31^3 TTNl^TTW^piTTft ^ 3TR^ 
1%55‘V3(fiRT?frt I 

[m Ti 43015/27/2008-^3^311^3^-1] 
Tft. ^ifeqi, 

New Dellit, Ok 13th Se|)teiiibei; 2011 

S.O. 2S2S.—^Whereasby the notificationof the Government India in the Ministry of Coal numberS .0.2056 
dated the 12th August, 2010, isaied under sub-section (i) of Section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisition and 
DevdopmenO Act, 19S7 (20 of 1957) (hereinaOer rdbntdto asthe said Act) andp«d)lished in the Ga 2 ette of India, Part II, 
Section3, Sub-secdon (ii)d8tedthe21st August, 2010, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to acquire the 
lands and all ri^its in (U over sudi lands in the locality specified in the Sdiechile annexed to that notification; 

And, whereas, the competent authority in pursuance of Section 8 of the said Act, has made his report to the 
Central Government; 

And, whereas, the Central (jQverniiient after considering the report aforesaid ardafteroonsultirigtotheGovermnent 
ofMaharashtra, is satisfied that the lands measuring467.2Iheclaies^approximaldy) or 1154.51 acres (approximately) and 
all rights in or over such lands as described in the Schedule a ppended hereto, should be acquired; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers confened by sub-section (i) of Section 9 of the Bearing Areas 

(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Ccidral Government herelty declares that the land measuring 
467.21 hectares (approximately) or 1154.51 acres ( appra i unm dy) and all rights in or over such lands as described in 
Schedule are ber^ acquired. 

The plan bearing nunfoer C-1(E>'III/JR/851-111, daieddie 21st lanuaiy, 2011 of the area ooveied by this notification 
may be inspeoed at the Office of the Collector, Chandrqwr (Maharashtra) or at the Office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council 
House Streid, KoIkata-TOO 001 or at the Office of the Gmeral Manager, Western Coalfields Limited (Revenue Department), 
Coal Ettate, Civil Lines, Nagpur-440 001 (Maharashtra). 
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SCBEDI9£ 


Bhataifi Expwaon Opencast Mine 
ChandnipurArea 

District- Chandrapur (Maharashtra) 

(Plan bearing number C- l(E)-m/JR/851-111, dated the 21st January, 2011) 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 

VUJage 

Patwari 

Circle 

number 

Tashil 

District 

Area in 
hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Paili Bhatadi 

12 

Chandrapur 

Chandrapur 

270.(M 

Part 

1 

Kitadi (Rai) 

12 

Chandr^ur 

Chandrapur 

51.14 

Part 

3. 

Chandlasurla 

11 

Chandrapur 

Chandrapur 

68.15 

Part 

4. 

Tirwanja Chak 

34 

Bhadrawati 

Chandrapur 

77.88 

Part 


Total: 467.21 hectares 
(approximately) 
or 

1154.51 acres 
(approximately) 


Plot numbers acquired in village Paili Bhatadi: 

44,45,46,47/1,47/2,47/3,47/4,48,49,50,51,52,53,54,55,56/1,56/2,59/1,59/2,60,61,62,63,64,65,66,67,68. 
69/1,69/2A, 69/2B, 69/3,70/1,70/2,70/3,70/4,70/5,71/1,71/lP, 71/2,71/3,71/4,72/1 A, 72/2,72/2B, 72/3,73,74,75,76,77,78. 
79,80,81/1,81/1 A,81/2, 81/3,98,99/1,99/2,99/3,99/4,99/5,100, lOl/l, 10y2,102/1,102/2,102/3, 113,114,115,116, 117, H8. 
119/1,119/2,119/3,123,124/1,124/2,125/1,125/2,125/3,176,177,178,179,180,181,199/1,200,201,202,203,204,205/1,20t^. 
(Govt.), 206/1,206/2, 206/3,206/4,206/5,206/6,206/7,206/8,206/9,206/10,206/11,206/12,206/13,206/14,206/15,206/16, 
206/17,207,208/1,209/1,210,211,212,213,214/l,214/2A,2l4/3B,215,216/lA,216/lB,216/2,216/3,217/1,217/2,218,219/1. 
219/2,220/1,220/2,220/3,220/4A, 220/4B, 221,222/1,222/2, 223/1,223/2,224/1,224/2,224/3,224/4,224/5,224/6,224/7,225. 
226/1,226/lA, 226/lB, 226/lC, 226/2A, 226/2B, 226/2C, 226/2,227/1,228/1,228/2,228/3,229,230,231/1,232,233,234,235/1. 
235/2,236,237/1,237/2,238/1,238/2,238/3,239/1,239/2,240/1,240/2,241,242/1,242/2,242/3,242/4,243,244,245,246/1 A. 
246/2B, 247/1,247/2,248/1A, 248/2,248/2B, 249,250,251 (Forest), 252,253,254,255 (Govt.), 256/1,256/2,256/3, 256/4,257/ 
1,257/2,258 (Govt.), 259,260,261,262,263,264/1,264/2,264/3,264/4,265/1,265/2,266/1A, 266/lB, 266/2,266/3,266/4.26^)/ 
4 A, 266/5 (Govt.), 267/1,267/2, Abadi (Part), Road (Part), River (Part), Nallah (Part). 

Plot numbers acquired in village Kitadi (Rai): 

18,19,20/1,20/18,20/2,20/3, 21/1,21/2,21/3,22/1,22/2,22/3,23,24,25,26,27/1,27/2,28,29,34/1,34/2,34/3,34/4. 
34/5, Road (Part), Nallah (Part), River (Part). 


Plot numbers acquired in village Chandlasurla: 

63/1,63/2,64,65,71/1,71/2,71/3,71/4,71/5,71/6,71/7,79,80,81,82,83,84/1,84/2,85,86/lA,86/lB, 86/lC, 86/2. 
87/1, 87/2, 87/3, 88/1, 88/2, 88/3, 89, 90, 91, 92/lA, 92/lB, 92/2 (Road), 93/1, 93/2 (Road). 94/1. 
94/2 (Road), 97,98/1,98/2,99, lai, 101/1,101/2,102,103,104,105, Nallah (Part). 

Plot numbers acquired in village Tirwanja Chak: 

124/1,124/2,124/3,124/4,124/5,135/1,135/2,136,137,138/1,138/2,138/3,139,140/1,140/2,142/1,142/2, 142/3. 
176/1,176/2,177, 178/1,178/2,178/3,191,192,193,194,195,1%, 197,198,199/1,199/2,200,201/1 A, 201/16,201/2,202. 
204/1,204/2,204/3, 205/1,205/2, 208. 


Boundary Description: 

A - B Line starts from Point ‘ A’ and passes in village Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of plot numbers 

142/1,176/1, and crosses the common village boundary of villages Tirwanja Chak and Paili Bhatadi then 
proceeds through village Paili Bhatadi and passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 52. 51 
crosses road, then proceed along with the outer boundary of plot numbers 47/1,46,45.44 and mccls at 
Point‘B’. 
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B-C Line passes through village PailiBhatadi along the outer boundary ofplot numbers 44,70/171/1,72/1A, 

102/1, crosses road then passes along the outer boundary of road and plot number 113, crosses road 
then passes along with the outer boundary of plot numbers 267/1, 266/1A, 266/lB, 266/2,266/5 and 
crosses the Erai River and common village boundary of villages Paili Bhatadi and Kitadi then passes 
through village Kitadi along the outer boundary of plot numbers 34/1,34/2,34/3,34/4,34/5 and meets at 
* Point‘C’. 

C - D Line passes through village Kitadi along the road and outer boundary of plot numbers 34/5,29, Nallah, 

18,19,20/1,20/lB, 20/3, and then cross the Nallah and passes along the outer boundary of Erai River and 
meets at Point ‘D’. 

D - E Line passes through village Kitadi and crosses the Erai River and common village boundary of villages 

Kitadi and Paili Bhatadi then passes through village Paili Bhatadi along the outer boundary of Erai River 
and plot numbers 225,224/6,224/7,223/1,223/2, then crosses the common village boundary of villages 
Paili Bhatadi and Chandlasurla then passes through village.Chandlasurla along the outer boundary of 
Erai River and plot numbers 101/1,101/2,102,103,104,105 and meets at Point ‘E’. 

E - F Line passes through village Chandlasurla along the outer boundary of plot numbers 105,99,98/2,97, 

94/1, cross road along the plot numbers 93/1,63/2,63/1,64,65, 86/2,86/lB, 71/6,71/7, then crosses 
common village boundary of villages Chandlasurla and Tirwanja Chak then passes through village 
Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of plot numbers 205/2,205/1,208,200 and meets at Point ‘F’. 

F - G Line passes through village Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of road and plot numbers 200, 

199/2,199/1,198,197,196,195,124/1,124/5, and meetsat Point‘G’. 

G - H Line passes through village Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of plot numbers 124/5,124/4,191, 

192,193,202,204/1, theri crosses the common village boimdary of villages Tirwanja Chak and Chandlasurla 
then passes through village Chandlasurla along the outer boundary of the plot numbers 71/1,71/2, cross 
Nallah then passes along the outer boundary of plot numbers 79,80,81,83, 84/1,84/2,88/1 and meets at 
Point ‘H’. 

H -1 Line passes through village Paili Bhatadi along the outer boundary of plot numbers 202,201,200,199/1, 

205/1, 208/1, 209/1, crosses road then passes along with the outer boundary of plot numbers 231/1, 
228/1,228/2,228/3,227/1,226/2A, 226/2B, 226/2C, 226/2 and outer boundary of Erai River and meets at 
Point ‘F. 

I - J Line passes through village Paili Bhatadi along the outer boundary of plot numbers 240/2,239/2,238/3, 

237/2,237/1,236,232, crosses the road then proceed along with the outer boundary of plot numbers 207, 
206,181 and meets at Point‘J’. 

J - K Line passes through village Paili Bhatadi along the outer boundary of plot number 181, crosses road. 

thenpassesalong with the outer boundary ofplot numbers 176,177,125/3,125/2,125/1,123, and road, 
then passes through plot number 119/3 and along with the outer boundary of plot numbers 98, 99/5, 
99/4,99/3,99/2,99/1 and meets at Point ‘K ’. 

K - L : Line passes through village Paili Bhatadi alongthe outer boundary ofplot numbers 75,76,77,78,79,80, 

81/1 A, 81/3, Road, 59/2,59/1,56/2 and along the common village boundary of villages Paili Bhatadi and 
Tirwanja Chak and then passes through village Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of plot numbers 
178/1,178/2,178/3,138/3,138/1,137,136,135/2 and meets at Point‘U. 

L - A : Line passes along the common village boundary of villages Tirwanja Mokasa and Tirwanja Chak then 

passes through village Tirwanja Chak along the outer boundary of plot numbers 135/2, 135/1,140/2, 
140/1,142/3, 142/2,142/1 and meets at starting Point ‘ A’. 


[F. No. 43015/27/2008-PRIW-II 
S. C. BHATIA Director 
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13ftW«^, 20U 

m w. 2526.-^ ^ ^ m mm> ^ ^ ^ * m 

>xil5c % ^ fclf^FT ^ % yRc<e*i 

^ ^ 5RT ^-^n#T-*pi#T teii ^ giftq; 

#T, TOjR ^ ^3^^§^ g#T ^ t % ^ ^f, ^ 

3^ MI^M^I^H fcrai^ ^ ^ TOR ^ ^ ^ ^ %, % 3TR|g5R ^ 

I^<^l 'Jllk'I 

m%, m, ‘TCT ^ (^ ^r % 3 ?RjW ^ 31#t) srftiRm, 1962 

(1962 g>T50)^5jRT3^^3q^ (1) Smg^ 3f^ 

^ ^ 3N^ ^ gtw 


^ 3?#T ^ ^ B? 3TRrg^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ OTit^ % aiftor ^ 'SrjfB % ^ hsib 


74, qf^’ jjfbM, chW'I^H ^R#I - 560 052, 

T\^ ^ ^ ^r 3TT5>T ^ I 


3>3^ 



^#•124 #T 154^^^’wiZFir 00 09 81 


r- ^ 

\^. 3Tr. 2423(3 t) f^30»Op.20105f 3(1) ^ ^rflj^cRT m Oll^R^W 
3TT. 2455 feHi^3O.0P.2010^ 3(1) ^3lRlfcRT^3?irlRw ^ 


[BJT 4 T^.-14014/64/2010-'^ft.^.] 
■^. '^. TTBt, 31^ «r^ci 


3360GI/2011—10 
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New Delhi, the 13th September, 2011 


S^o. 2526.— Whereas it appears to Govemrneiit of India that it is necessar\ in 
public interest that for transportation of natural gas from terminal point ol 
Vijayawada-Nel I ore-Chennai pipeline near Tiruttani in TamilNadu to consumers in 
various parts of the country, Chennai - Bangalore - Mangalore pipeline should be laid b\ 
M/s Relogistics Infrastructure Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right ot 
User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in wi*itina^^|:he acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land lojJk.Mallinath, Cottipetent Authority, Relogistics Infrastructure 
Limited, #74, 5th Floor, Prestige Feroze, Cunningham Road, Bangaiore-560052, 
Karnataka State. 


Schedule 


Taluk: Dodballapur 

District: Bangalore Rurai 

State: Karnataka 


Village 

Survey No./Sub-Division No. 

Area to be acquired for RoU 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 ) Koluru 

164 

00 

00 



161 

00 

00 

■■ 

2 ) Gulanandigunda 

Gramatana between Sy.No. 124 & 
154 

00 

09 

81 


^Additional to 3(1) Notification SO 2423(E), dated3oyop/201^ 

[Additional A V Q.0^ to 3(1) Notification SO 2455, dated 3(/£)9/20I^ 

\F. No.L- 14014/64/2010-G.P.] 
K. K. SHARMA, Under Secy. 
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W- 25J7.—’TO TOIT \ ^ % 3?toR ^ 

i962(i96;i ir so) ^ ^r?TO ^3g?T w w%) 3i5t mTT 3 ^ ^-mj (i) 
% vairt^ ^ ’TO ?TO ^ ^ ^ ^.3TT. 2194 

31 sSJTO, 2010 m\j ^ ^ ^r, % 

3TO ir ^ qr ^i#n3T iTO ^ ^ mi 

% f^, 5RT to^- ^ % 

^ ^ ^PlTO % '3fi^4)K ^ 3?^ ^ 3IT9m ^ ^ ; 

^,3^ <mh:| # Sftrat vTTO ^ TO’S’ 0^ ^cy|\^^ 2011 ^ 3T2M ~im 

^ q)<| ^ nf ^ j 

5!to # ^ % To 3nM qr ^ gdterfr ot f^grr ^ w I 

vaw^iTO w ^ to; 

vSStr, ^ 33^ 3rf^lf^ # TO 6 ^ 3^-TO (1) % v3T#r TOT ^ 3rq^ ^ ^ I ; 

v^Str, TOT TRW ^ ^ fTOr ^ % ^TTO '3^ ^ ^ ^ RT f^' 3^ 

^ '3i^fei(T %, % 'Srf^Rprr ^ 'Sr^ ^ f^j^n" %; 

'SRt:, TOT TOR> ^ ^ to 6 ^ i^-to (i) to ^ gTO ^ ^ 

TO’lff TOfr ^ 1% ^ % TTTO 3Tf^ ^ ’ift ^ m^W^H % 1^ 3 ^tTO % 3TteR 

^ 31^ WTT^ J 

3SR, tot TRW, ^ ^W\^^ ^ TO 6 q§^ ^-TO (4) TO WT ^ ^ ^t, 

^ % 34ci ^ ^ 'Srf^WTR 5^ % 9l^iiT9H ^ rfffh^ % TOrT TRW ^ P^l^d % ^^3nR, 

^wT# % W 55W?W ^ #TT I 
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TFHT g3TRJ 



" 








^4^ 



1 

2 

3 

4 



TR ^ 575/1 1980 % ^0 

00 

37 

141 

00 

00 

67 

145 

00 

89 

28 

160 

00 

48 

92 

163 

00 

70 

69 

164 

00 

22 

64 

!i 166/1 

00 

06 

12 


167/1 

00 

40 

39 

167/2 

30 

20 

08 

178 

00 

21 

11 

181 

CO 

50 

63 

194 

00 

50 

97 

197/2 

00 

10 

00 

198 

00 

16 

28 

1980 

00 

15 

93 

199 

00 

07 

50 

200 

00 

32 

03 

201 

00 

00 

93 

203 

00 

10 

57 

204 

00 

18 

85 

205 

00 

42 

24 

208 

00 

10 

18 

291 

00 

12 

66 

523/2 

00 

21 

24 

571 

00 

07 

65 

572 

00 

03 

46 

573/1 

00 

00 

44 

574 

01 

02 

75 

575/1 

00 

44 

25 

146/ltr 

00 

24 

43 

146/1# 

00 

03 

82 

146/2 

00 

30 

00 

153/2 

00 

16 

38 

154/1 

00 

25 

56 

154/2 

00 

01 

41 

) (TW) 

154/4 

00 

38 

10 

_154/5_ 

00 

00 

60 


14014/57/2009-^.ir.] 




.IMII 

















17,201im 26, 1933 
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[qPTII—^r»53(ii)] 


New Delhi, the IStfi September, 2011 

s. O. 2527. —Whereas by notification of Government of India in Ministry of Petroleunn and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 2194 dated August, 2010, issued under sub-section (1^) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minersis Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Lan'd) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as. the said Act), Government of Indii^ 
declared its intention to acquire the Right of User in the land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for th'e purpose of laying Vijayawada-Nellore-Chennai gas 
pipeline for transportation of natural gas from on-shore gas processing terminal at Kakinada 
on East coast of Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited by M/s Relogistics 
biftastructure Limited to the consumers in various parts of the country; 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
or before 2011; 

And whereas, the objections received from the public to the laying of the pipeline have been 
considered and disallowed by the Competent Authority; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Government of India; 

And whereas. Government of India, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the Right of User 
therein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the 
said Act, Government of India hereby declares that the Right of User in the land, specified in 
the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, Government of India hereby directs that the Right of User in the said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in Government of India, vest on the date of publication of 
the declaration, in M/s Relogistics Infrastructure Limited, free from all encumbrances. 
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Schedule 


Macdal/Tehtil/Taluk:J 9 ladanki District:$r| Sriramulu Nallore 

State:Andhra Pradesh 

Village 

purvey No,/9ul^Divl8lon No. 

Area to be acquired for (^oU 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

' .. i ■ - ■ 

3 

4 


1 ) Brahmanakraka 

In bet suy no. 575/1 &1980 Cart track 00 

00 

37 

141 

00 

00 

67 

145 

00 

89 

28 

160 

00 

48 

92 

163 

00 

70 

69 

164 

00 

22 

64 

166/1 

00 

06 

12 

167/1 

00 

40 

39 

167/2 

00 

20 

08 

178 

00 

21 

11 

181 

00 

50 

63 

194 

00 

50 

97 

197/2 

00 

10 

00 

198 

00 

16 

28 

1980 

00 

15 

93 

199 

00 

07 

50 

200 

00 

32 

03 

201 

00 

00 

93 

203 

00 

10 

57 

204 

00 

18 

85 

205 

00 

42 

24 

208 

00 

10 

18 

291 

00 

12 

66 

523/2 

00 

21 

24 

571 

00 

07 

65 

572 

00 

03 

46 

573/1 

00 

00 

44 

574 

01 

02 

75 

575/1 

00 

44 

25 

146/1A 

00 

24 

43 

146/lB 

00 

03 

82 

146/2 

00 

30 

00 

153/2 

00 

16 

38 

154/1 

00 

25 

56 

154/2 

00 

01 

41 

154/4 

00 

38 

10 

154/5 

00 

00 

60 


F. No. L-14014/57/2009-G.P.] 
K. K. SHARMA. Under Secy. 






I Ml 


• lli 
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[^ 11 —^3(n)3 




vr. m 2528.—|*TO ^ ^ aitor ^ 

1962(1962 m 50) ^ ^ iWTcT ^5^ 3lflrf^ W ^ Wn 3 c§ (1) 

^ 3?v|5r ^ »?R?T mm ^ mtm ^ 3?flrf5^ ^ ^.m. 2428(3t) 

2 7 2010 SRT, ^ % HOT \3I3^ ^ ^ Jr, W 

3iHr TOT ^ ^ tie qr 3TR^ ^ ^ eqitasif m 9i<^<b % ^ 

qtee ^ i^, srt *i<^4is1“ ^ 

g#3R ^ f^ eq^q ^ atftor ^ 3i^ ^ 3iq^ 31 t?w ^ ^ ^; 

"3^^ ^Tj^q^r sri^tfHi ^ wld^i ^jr?it ^ cirft^i 2.1 20115^ 3WcrT eq% ^ eqOT afj^ 

^ qt gf; 

3^, ^ Jf, ^jiqtiT ^ ^ qM snM q^ q^nr qitem ?m ^ w I 

3^ 3H^HIr1 ^ fJTqr W; 

WT.qtf^i^ ^ ^ arf^rf^rqq ^ TO 6 ^ eq-TO (i) ^ 3 t#t qpq ^ ? ^1; 

qi^ q^F ir, ^ qf ^ q^TO ^ q^ qge ^ ot q^ eqq '# qr^q^n^q 

\^m ^ 3i^%rr %, eq^ ^ aitor qq srjfq qpq qn ter % ; 


3iq:, 3iq, qpq 3qq 3l1^jteT q>r TO 6 ^ eq-TO (1) TO qq^ :^TteiT qq qro qjT% |CT, 

qrro qi^^ ^ % sq atf^qqj q qOT 3T5»j^ ^ ^ q qrsq^qr^q tee ^ te tem % sitejF 

qq STjR r^qf 4frfr o’ j 

qpq qw, eqq arf^ifte ^ to 6 ^ eq-TO (4) to q?^ I^lten qq qro q^q |^, fJitsT 
I :jqq Hjpr Jr tew qq srter ^ tow ^ qqq^H a^ qr^q q tot q f¥^ ^ ^ ^TO, 
qW temr ^jqq, te R^f^iteq ?qf)i^qq? i^rWes Jr 1^ te i 
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"S^/ rll^'4) 0 



1 

. . 

Jiraisi TO 


'3Tn:.'3^.^-3li^-n j 

^ £>rlQ>rT i 






I 

1 2 


4 

•] 


95 

00 

03 

72 

72 

00 

01 

46 

94 

00 

04 

51 

99 

00 

01 

2i 

101 

00 

05 

11s 

105 

00 

00 

37 

102 

00 

12 

19 

217 

00 

00 

10 

216 

00 

00 

76 

103 

00 

02 

33 

104/2 

00 

00 

72 

162 

00 

02 

84 

161 

00 

03 

17 

T60 

00 

01 

02 

16'3 

00 

01 

07 

164 

00 

01 

39 

165 

00 

01 

73 

141 

00 

04 

33 

142 

00 

01 

80 

143/1 

00 

02 

30 

148 

00 

00 

24 

157 

00 

10 

41 

149 

00 

00 

10 

176 

00 

17 

13 

177 

00 

00 

14 

377 

00 

04 

04 

386 

00 

07 

5 « 

418/1 

00 

00 

27 

417 

00 

00 

69 

416 

00 

01 

41 

414 

00 

00 

84 

413 

00 

03 

75 

) 

1425 

00 

25 

19 

1430 

00 

02 

49 

1638 

00 

21 

94 

1641 

00 

06 

97 

1607 

00 

00 

26 




.. 


r m iiu 




• 




6642 


TWli GAZETTE OF INDIA ; Si-:PTEMBER 17, 2011/BIIADRA26,1933 
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1 

-- — 

2 

— 

1 i 

4 

^ i 

3 ) nfslftr 5^) 

1192 



00 

46 

62 

1191 



00 

01 

01 

1190 



00 

00 

24 

4 ) 

12 



00 

24 

02 

tie 



00 

05 

50 

117 



00 

12 

39 

115 



00 

00 

37 

122 



00 

22 

53 

121 



00 

00 

51 

125 



00 

04 

89 

5 ) tew 

2248 



00 

04 

88 

2250 



00 

00 

76 

2251 



00 

06 

8? 

2254 



00 

00 

84 

2321 



00 

05 

30 

2319 



00 

12 

34 

2330 



00 

02 

99 

2331 



00 

05 

09 

2332 



00 

03 

02 

2333 



00 

10 

47 

2378 



00 

00 

60 

2379 



00 

03 

45 

2377 



00 

02 

88 

803 



00 

01 

94 

802 



00 

07 

93 

2381 



00 

01 

40 

799 



00 

02 

31 

801 



00 

05 

68 

808 



00 

03 

58 

796 



00 

05 

82 

794 



00 

10 

72 

793 



00 

04 

93 

792 



00 

08 

16 

790 



00 

01 

09 

791 



00 

00 

25 

785 



00 

00 

76 

780 



00 

09 

41 

779 



00 

06 

91 

778 



00 

06 

86 

773 



00 

00 

30 

772 



00 

07 

78 

769 



00 

15 

38 
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r— — 

~r ■ ■ , - 

t 3 

1 ^ 

1 s ■“! 

5 ) 

771 

00 

00 

47 


770 

00 

04 

83 


574 

00 

07 

49 


569 

00 

02 

23 


570 

00 

12 

82 


572 

00 

01 

76 


564 

00 

00 

39 


505 

00 

09 

02 


502 

00 

00 

10 


500 

00 

02 

54 


499 

00 

07 

84 


498 

00 

02 

74 


501 

00 

03 

13 


346 

00 

2S 

91 


302 

00 

02 

21 


301 

00 

02 

31 


300 

00 

14 

06 


349 

00 

00 

34 


294 

00 

00 

10 


295 

00 

06 

93 


291 

00 

17 

88 


292 

00 

02 

15 


288 

00 

07 

88 


290 

00 

00 

48 


289 

00 

02 

65 


283 

00 

09 

81 


276 

00 

05 

23 


275 

00 

10 

62 

6 

) 

3447 

00 

04 

85 


3448 

00 

09 

08 


3405 

00 

04 

98 


3404/4984 

00 

05 

92 

1 



TT3?I 



1 


1958 

00 

05 

59 


1957 

00 

33 

59 


2174 

00 

07 

17 


1956 

00 

00 

67 


1952 

00 

11 

57 


1937 

00 

17 

82 


1938 

00 

06 

71 


1941 

00 

OS 

41 


1929 

00 

10 

18 


1942/588S 

00 

00 

82 
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1 

r" 

2 

1 V 

1 4 

^5 1 

1 ) napgirosc 

1918 


00 

10 

36 


1911/5975 


00 

06 

34 


1911/5973 


00 

01 

40 


1911/5974 


00 

01 

77 


1911/5976 


00 

02 

12 


1911/5969 


00 

02 

86 


1905 


00 

02 

24 


1847 


00 

00 

80 


1815 


00 

13 

57 


1746 


00 

18 

62 


1745 


00 

21 

91 


1757 


00 

00 

56 


1723 


00 

07 

27 


1663 


00 

17 

25 


1663/8119 


00 

oo 

90 


1664 


00 

17 

66 


1666 


00 

02 

24 


1677 


00 

02 

23 


1681 


00 

00 

19 


1602 


00 

02 

07 


1599 


00 

06 

37 


1569 


00 

00 

69 


1561 


00 

03 

63 


1551 


00 

01 

55 


245 


00 

01 

63 


250/5659 


00 

03 

35 


178 


00 

00 

26 


168 


00 

06 

71 


152 


00 

09 

53 


279/8196 


00 

07 

83 


281 


00 

09 

52 


286 


00 

04 

44 


285 


00 

02 

49 


287 


00 

04 

30 


292 


00 

04 

48 


293/8194 


00 

00 

13 


296 


00 

05 

52 


302 


00 

12 

76 


308 


00 

15 

60 


52 7 


00 

11 

87 


524 


00 

18 

08 


682 


00 

03 

71 




I, ■»nlit'wf' mum ' 


i-iWI 
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1 

.... 1 ... ^ . ., j 

3 

1 ^ 

-s J 


688 

00 

01 

61 


708 

00 

05 

66 


712 

00 

02 

62 


718 

00 

07 

45 


720 

00 

10 

35 


719 

00 

00 

89 


741 

00 

03 

88 


736 

00 

09 

57 


739 

00 

00 

12 


735 

00 

01 

19 


734 

00 

03 

57 


23/31 

00 

04 

64 

2 2/30 

00 

02 

40 


37/53 

00 

14 

06 


35/51 

00 

01 

60 


36/52 

00 

00 

10 


42/58 

00 

OS 

01 


52/75 

0& 

02 

20 


49/72 

00 

03 

77 


60/86 

00 

00 

10 


70/97 

00 

17 

91 


69/96 

00 

OS 

46 


88/115 

00 

02 

54 


85/112 

00 

02 

53 . 


1009 

00 

00 

16 


1011 

00 

02 

6S 

' 

1012 

00 

01 

51 


84 

00 

00 

12 


88 

00 

12 

50 


126 

00 

03 

08 


124 

00 

06 

94 


151 

00 

04 

72 


153 

00 

01 

20 


154 

00 

14 

22 


155 

00 

04 

48 


156 

00 

01 

96 


157 

00 

06 

48 


162 

00 

10 

72 


160 

00 

00 

10 


161 

00 

02 

04 


222 

00 

00 

36 


221 

00 

11 

72;. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3 ) !RR 

182 

00 

03 

26 


220 

00 

02 

97 


187 

00 

00 

82 


191 

00 

04 

44 


192 

00 

02 

10 


196 

00 

04 

16 


197 

00 

08 

43 


200 

00 

02 

27 


311 

00 

08 

20 


312 

00 

. 00 

56 


310 

00 

07 

88 


309 

00 

1! 

25 


351 

00 

04 

22 


340 

00 

07 

48 


370 

00 

02 

41 


371 

00 

00 

10 


354 

00 

03 

09 


357 

00 

00 

34 


358 

00 

06 

39 


367 

00 

00 

90 


523 

00 

03 

23 


530 

00 

06 

33 


521 

00 

00 

11 


533 

00 

04 

84 


534 

00 

04 

82 


535 

00 

03 

44 


536 

00 

06 

21 


537 

00 

06 

80 


538 

00 

04 

15 


549 

00 

00 

56 


548 

00 

01 

84 


547 

00 

04 

03 


545 

00 

03 

05 


544 

00 

02 

36 


543 

00 

02 

93 


541 

00 

06 

63 

> 1 

_aaa__ 

_ L 

-^2 _ 

00 


1^.-14014/56/2010-^.^.] 
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2011 

S. O. 2528. —Whereas by notification of Government of India in Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 2428(E) dated 27^ September, 2010, issued under sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), Government of India 
declared its intention to acquire the Right of User in the land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying Kakinada-Basudebpur-Howiah gas 
pipeline for transportation of natural gas from onshore terminal at East coast of Andhra 
Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited by M/s Relogistics Infrastructure Limited to the 
consumers in various parts of the country; 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
or before March, 2011; 

And whereas, tlie objections received from the public to the laying of the pipeline have been 
considered and disallowed by the Competent Authority; 

And whereas, tlie Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Government of India; 

And whereas. Government of India, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, have decided to acquire the Right of 
User tlierein; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the 
said Act, Govenunent of India hereby declare that the Right of User in the land, specified in 
the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, Government of India hereby direct that the Right of User in the said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in Govenunent of India, vest on the date of publication of 
the declaration, in M/s Relogistics Infrastructure Limited, free from all encumbrances. 
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Schedule 


Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk: Hinjalikatu 


District: Ganjam 


State: Orissa 


VHtage 


Survey No./Sub-Divisio«i Ho. 


Atm to be acquired for RoU 


Hec 


Are 


C-Are 


■- ■■ 

95 

00 

03 

- -■ —- 

72 

72 

00 

01 

46 

94 

00 

04 

51 

99 

00 

01 

21 

101 

00 

05 

18 

105 

00 

00 

37 

102 

00 

12 

19 

217 

00 

00 

10 

216 

00 

00 

76 

103 

00 

02 

33 

104/2 

00 

00 

72 

162 

00 

02 

84 

161 

00 

03 

17 

160 

00 

01 

02 

163 

00 

01 

07 

164 

00 

01 

39 

165 

00 

01 

73 

141 

00 

04 

33 

142 

00 

01 

80 

143/1 

00 

02 

30 

148 

00 

00 

24 

157 

00 

10 

41 

149 

00 

00 

10 

176 

00 

17 

13 

177 

00 

00 

14 

377 

00 

04 

04 

386 

OG 

07 

58 

418/1 

00 

00 

27 

417 

00 

00 

69 

416 

00 

01 

41 

414 

00 

00 

84 

413 

00 

03 

75 

1425 

00 

25 

19 

1430 

00 

02 

49 

1638 

00 

21 

94 

1641 

00 

06 

97 

1607 

00 

00 

3» 


1 ) Sikulipallti 


2 ) Polasi 
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I 2 

1 3 

T* 

Ts 1 

4189 

00 

03 

65 

4183 

00 

00 

91 

4163 

00 

05 

47 

4213 

00 

00 

55 

4ttllt 

00 

03 

47 

inm 

00 

00 

10 

im 

00 

19 

68 

itSi 

00 

09 

70 

4152 

00 

18 

43 

414S 

00 

00 

10 

4134 

00 

17 

17 

4138 

00 

15 

20 

4062 

00 

02 

63 

4252 

00 

07 

34 

4254 

00 

11 

56 

4255 

00 

06 

25 

4260 

00 

09 

71 

4258 

00 

00 

IS 

4259 

00 

02 

73 

4354 

00 

05 

60 

4336 

00 

08 

61 

4348 

00 

07 

13 

4346 

00 

05 

41 

4403 

00 

00 

98 

4418 

00 

08 

23 

4415 

00 

01 

43 

4420 

00 

02 

00 

4446 

00 

10 

93 

4445 

00 

00 

96 

4444 

00 

02 

51 

4452 

00 

23 

54 

4437 

00 

00 

29 

1263 

00 

01 

38 

1265 

00 

20 

66 

1264 

00 

00 

81 

1286 

00 

05 

82 

1287 

00 

04 

50 

1249 

00 

03 

38 

1290 

00 

04 

11 

1206 

00 

08 

81 

1197 

00 

16 

86 

1196 

00 

07 

80 


3360GI/2011—12 
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L _ I - 

i ■■ ■ ■ 2 

1 3 

I 4 

1 5 

□ 

3) Gondola (Contd) 

1192 

00 

46 

62 



1191 

00 

01 

01 



1190 

00 

00 

24 


4 ) Bhabaridha 

12 

00 

24 

02 



116 

00 

05 

50 



117 

00 

12 

39 



115 

00 

00 

37 



122 

00 

22 

53 



121 

00 

00 

51 



125 

00 

04 

89 


5 ) Sikhar Pur 

2248 

00 

04 

88 



2250 

00 

00 

76 



2251 

00 

06 

87 



2254 

00 

00 

84 



2321 

00 

05 

30 



2319 

00 

12 

34 



2330 

00 

02 

99 



2331 

00 

05 

09 



2332 

00 

03 

02 



2333 

00 

10 

47 



2378 

00 

00 

60 



2379 

00 

03 

45 



2377 

00 

02 

88 



803 

00 

01 

94 



802 

00 

07 

93 



2381 

00 

01 

40 



799 

00 

02 

31 



801 

00 

05 

68 



808 

00 

03 

58 



796 

00 

05 

82 



794 

00 

10 

72 



793 

00 

04 

93 


• 

792 

00 

08 

16 



790 

00 

01 

09 



791 

00 

00 

25 



785 

00 

00 

76 



780 

00 

09 

41 



779 

00 

06 

91 



778 

00 

06 

U 



773 

00 

00 

30 



772 

00 

07 

78 



769 

00 

15 

38 





■.Uti I 
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Mandai/Tehsil/Telulcrf^ttnisottampur DistricbGanJafn 


I ) Bhatakumarada 1958 

1957 

2174 

1956 

1952 

1937 

1938 
1941 
1929 

1942/5985 


26, 1933 
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3 4 _I _5 


00 

00 

47 

00 

04 

83 

00 

07 

49 

00 

02 

23 

00 

12 

82 

00 

01 

76 

nn 

nn 


w 

W 

02 

00 

00 

10 

00 

02 

54 

00 

07 

84 

00 

02 

74 

00 

03 

13 

00 

28 

91 

00 

02 

21 

00 

02 

31 

00 

14 

06 

00 

00 

34 

00 

00 

10 

00 

06 

93 

00 

17 

88 

00 

02 

15 

00 

07 

88 

00 

00 

48 

00 

02 

65 

00 

09 

81 

00 

05 

23 

00 

10 

62 

00 

04 

85 

00 

09 

08 

00 

04 

98 

00 

05 

92 


SCste:Oftesa 



00 

05 

59 

00 

33 

59 

00 

07 

17 

00 

00 

67 

00 

11 

57 

00 

17 

82 

00 

06 

71 

00 

08 

41 

00 

10 

18 

00 

00 

82 
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r "'.r - - 

; : j--; 

2 

1 3 

4 

'1 

I ) Bhaiakumarada (Contd) 

19I8 . 


00 

10 

36 


19II/5975 


00 

06 

34 


1911/5973 


00 

01 

40 


1911/5974 


00 

01 

77 


1911/5976 


00 

02 

12 


1911/5969 


00 

02 

86 


1905 


00 

02 

24 


1847 


00 

00 

80 


1815 


00 

13 

57 


1746 


00 

18 

62 


1745 


00 

21 

91 


1757 


00 

00 

56 


1723 


00 

07 

27 


1663 


00 

17 

25 


1663/8119 


00 

00 

90 


1664 


00 

17 

66 


1666 


00 

02 

24 


1677 


00 

02 

23 


1681 


00 

00 

19 


1602 


00 

02 

07 


1599 


00 

06 

37 


1569 


00 

00 

69 


1561 


00 

03 

63 


1551 


00 

01 

55 


245 


00 

01 

63 


250/5659 


00 

03 

35 


178 


00 

00 

26 


168 


00 

06 

71 


152 


00 

09 

53 


279/8196 


00 

07 

83 


281 


00 

09 

52 


286 


00 

04 

44 


285 


00 

02 

49 


287 


00 

04 

30 


292 


00 

04 

48 


293/8194 


00 

00 

13 


296 


00 

05 

52 


302 


00 

12 

76 


308 


00 

15 

60 


527 


00 

11 

87 


524 


00 

18 

08 


612 


00 

03 

71 


“ 1 " 'I. HIM wy K Hi n wi m i n <»>ftln-l mi 


IMu W.jiWI i|illi | pi W H HI» ||i | l | ..m»t, lniili 
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- l' 

} 2 

■ i 3 - 

1 4_ 

■ 1 - J 


688 

00 

01 

61 


708 

00 

05 

66 


712 

00 

02 

62 


718 

00 

07 

45 


720 

00 

10 

35 


719 

00 

00 

89 


741 

00 

03 

88 


736 

00 

09 

57 


739 

00 

00 

12 


735 

00 

01 

19 


734 

00 

03 

57 

2 } Damodarapur 

23/31 

00 

04 

64 


22/30 

00 

02 

40 


37/53 

00 

14 

06 


35/51 

00 

01 

60 


36/52 

00 

00 

10 


42/58 

00 

05 

01 


52/75 

00 

02 

20 


49/72 

00 

03 

77 


60/86 

00 

00 

10 


70/97 

00 

17 

91 


69/96 

00 

05 

46 


88/115 

00 

02 

54 


85/112 

00 

02 

53 

3 ) Sasan Palli 

1009 

00 

00 

16 

1011 

00 

02 

65 


1012 

00 

01 

51 


84 

00 

00 

12 


88 

00 

12 

50 


126 

00 

03 

OS 


124 

00 

06 

94 


151 

00 

04 

72 


153 

00 

01 

20 


154 

00 

14 

22 


155 

00 

04 

48 


156 

00 

01 

96 


157 

00 

06 

48 


162 

00 

10 

72 


160 

00 

00 

10 


161 

00 

02 

04 


222 

00 

00 

36 


221 

00 

11 

72 
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_^___1_ .. 2 

3 

4 

_ 

W1.IJ) 182 

UO 

03 

26 

220 

00 

02 

97 

!87 

00 

00 

82 

I9I 

00 

04 

44 

1 92 

00 

02 

10 

196 

00 

04 

16 

197 

00 

08 

43 

200 

00 

02 

27 

3II 

00 

08 

20 

3I2 

00 

00 

56 

3I0 

00 

07 

88 

309 

00 

II 

25 

351 

00 

04 

22 

340 

00 

07 

48 

370 

00 

02 

41 

371 

00 

00 

10 

354 

00 

03 

09 

357 

00 

00 

34 

358 

00 

06 

39 

367 

00 

00 

90 

523 

00 

03 

23 

530 

00 

06 

33 

521 

00 

00 

I] 

533 

00 

04 

84 

534 

00 

04 

82 

535 

00 

03 

44 

536 

00 

06 

21 

537 

00 

06 

80 

538 

00 

04 

15 

549 

00 

00 

56 

548 

00 

01 

84 

547 

00 

04 

03 

545 

00 

03 

05 

544 

00 

02 

36 

543 

00 

02 

93 

541 

00 

06 

63 

598 

- 

02 • 

00 


No. L-1<014/5tt«)1(M3LPJL 
K. PHARMA, UhdirS«rr 
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M.lQWm 26, 1933 
15%T«R,2011 

m, W. 2529,—^ ^ zate qi^q^n^^T (^ ^ OT?Jtn % ^ dnf^T) 

1962(1962 «r 50) (^ W w|) ^ TO 3 ^ OT-TO (1) 

^ 3 i#r ^ ^ yi<^f^* % *raM?T ^ mM. 2430 («) 

27 fiRWT, 2010 sm, ^ 3Q^ ilf ijft ^ % 

31 RI if ^ 'Sif^ ^ ^ ^ ^ yi^to ^ ^ ^ 

[^, ?WR5^RI7 I^Ris SRT <Dic^»usi- ^ yi^TO?^ ftan^ ^ ^ 

3y#T ^ ^ dTJk ^ 3im ^ qtro 4 ; 

WyT 3rf^^64 l ^ 3feiT OTTO ?!l%r 12 2011 ^3ITO3^^3y^ TO 

'2^, i«itsA ^ 'fl’ini ^ 'Sitr % yiki 311^y) yr 6 ?iy yiRj«w(^ srt f^rarr ^ f^ryi y^/l 

^ SM^vHIri ^ W; 

wf yitafr ^ ^ v3ilt^ ^ TO 6 ^ 3y-TO (1) % 3i#T TOT mm ^ 3?y^ Ry|^ ^^11; 

#T, iiR?T 6 r« 6 i< yr yrr^ ^ y^y^r 'sSk y? ^ ^ y^ ijPT yi^’Miiy 

tei% ^ f^ 3i^ftRT %, ^ 3y^ ^ arf^rajR ^ arsfy ^ f^ % ; 

3Tct:, 3W, tot mm^ ^ ort^rf^yH ^ to 6 siSt ;3y-TO ( 1 ) sm sR^a yy y^ ^ fq, y? 
giro y)T^% fit 5^ difii^yni % wy *lr ^ ii[ yi^ro^y ^ f^ ^jyyty ^ erteR 
^ dfify fityr 5TTrff % ; 

tot yryjR, ay^r ^ to 6 ^ ot-to (4) to yy^rr ^ yyty yR^ §q, y^ ^sr 

Ml sy^T ^ ^r ^yyW ^ gtw ^ y?Br9R ^ mffiy t tot mm ^ ^ ^ ymri, 

M ftwW I jyrT, ly^ fMf^rfeyy yyBR^w ^ f^flcT ^ 1 
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>lW dl^* 8 





^ 







. 


w 


ibihhehhhhhi 

2 

3 

4 

5 

) ^ 

2065 

00 

02 

52 

2064 

00 

03 

81 

2063 

00 

02 

63 

2067 

00 

08 

59 

2062 

00 

00 

67 

2069 

00 

01 

29 

2060 

00 

04 

20 

2059 

00 

02 

62 

2058 

00 

03 

87 

2048 

00 

04 

92 

2047 

00 

08 

05 

2049 

00 

01 

06 

2046 

00 

01 

23 

2045 

00 

07 

87 

2043 

00 

02 

92 

2036 

00 

05 

84 

2034 

00 

00 

40 

2037 

00 

01 

29 

1991 

00 

02 

74 

1992 

00 

07 

62 

1990 

00 

05 

18 

2097 

00 

00 

10 

1989 

00 

04 

16 

2102 

00 

09 

61 

2099 

00 

01 

47 

2101 

00 

09 

78 

2110 

00 

12 

71 

2114 

00 

04 

10 

2118 

00 

07 

02 

2117 

00 

04 

03 

2148 

00 

oy 

21 

2147 

00 

01 

11 

2154 

00 

03 

12 

2155 

00 

09 

09 

2145 

00 

02 

59 

2156 

00 

02 

44 

2157 

00 

07 

26 
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r. « 

1 

* 1 

3 

1 < 

T *.1 

1 ) (1^) 

2158 


00 

02 

53 


2159 


00 

03 

11 


1113 


00 

00 

91 


2163 


00 

00 

94 


1110 


00 

00 

61 


1111 


00 

02 

84 


1109 


00 

01 

36 


1112 


00 

04 

78 


1108 


00 

00 

80 


1066 


00 

00 

10 


1105 


00 

12 

58 


1071 


00 

01 

18 


1079 


00 

02 

16 


1078 


00 

00 

82 


1081 


00 

05 

24 


1082 


00 

06 

15 


1045 


00 

25 

64 


1044 


00 

11 

86 


1040 


00 

07 

72 


1041 


00 

08 

38 


1039 


00 

13 

56 


1037 


00 

03 

72 


477 


00 

06 

24 


472 


00 

05 

02 


473 


00 

02 

13 


470 


00 

01 

78 


469 


00 

03 

11 


471 


00 

02 

75 


465 


00 

01 

47 


468 


00 

03 

98 

uu 

466 


00 

03 

64 

• iS 00 

464 


00 

00 

20 

fOi iXi 

1115 


00 

00 

50 

2 ) 

760 


00 

00 

75 


763 


00 

00 

86 

*y.' 

139 


00 

01 

12 


138 


00 

02 

36 


132 


00 

03 

81 


133 


00 

02 

27 


137 


00 

03 

21 


129 


00 

00 

61 


128 


00 

00 

10 


3360G1/2011—13 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Z] 


126 

00 

03 

64 



127 

00 

00 

10 



113 

00 

03 

86 



111 

00 

00 

60 



112 

00 

04 

78 



102 

00 

03 

27 



103 

00 

03 

82 



90 

00 

02 

64 



89 

00 

02 

11 



88 

00 

07 

34 



17 

00 

10 

71 



12 

00 

11 

65 



11 

00 

12 

10 



6 

00 

00 

10 



6 

00 

00 

26 


3 ) qro 

1829 

00 

04 

64 


1811 

00 

02 

21 



1792 

00 

09 

32 



1791 

00 

01 

18 



1778 

00 

04 

97 



1779 

00 

04 

45 



1780 

00 

01 

05 



1785 

00 

01 

86 



1782 

00 

02 

86 



1783 

00 

14 

60 



1741 

00 

03 

96 



1740 

00 

03 

72 



1784 

00 

01 

23 



1727 

00 

06 

91 



1739 

00 

04 

12 



1738 

00 

04 

OS 



1734 

00 

01 

66 



1700 

00 

00 

10 



1728 

00 

03 

33 



1733 

00 

04 

59 



1732 

00 

03 

57 



1701 

00 

03 

00 



1702 

00 

00 

10 



1709 

00 

04 

67 



1711 

00 

03 

28 



1642 

00 

02 

80 



1643 

00 

00 

30 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3 ) q^TSI 

1241 

00 

00 

50 


1053 

00 

34 

28 


1054 

00 

00 

62 


1057 

00 

05 

13 


1058 

00 

03 

83 


1059 

00 

04 

68 


1223 

00 

06 

18 


1222 

00 

03 

13 


1195 

00 

01 

70 


1194 

00 

00 

26 


1192 

00 

00 

12 


1191 

00 

09 

49 


1189 

00 

13 

72 


1188 

00 

04 

66 


1172 

00 

22 

98 


1296 

00 

07 

07 


1297 

00 

06 

25 


1295 

00 

06 

87 


1298 

00 

15 

36 




546 

00 

01 

82 

549 

00 

02 

11 

697 

00 

03 

56 

550 

00 

00 

24 

695 

00 

08 

18 

687 

00 

00 

38 

688 

00 

06 

93 

689 

00 

06 

96 

621 

00 

04 

24 

622 

00 

04 

02 

620 

00 

06 

92 
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02 

99 
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06 

90 

617 
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00 

41 

608 
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07 

55 

606 
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02 

54 

6f6 

00 

01 

22 
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00 

00 

47 
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00 

01 

56 

604 
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20 


586 
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09 

%j 

161 
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00 
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00 

06 
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• 

00 

05 

11 

805 


00 

01 

56 

585/804 


00 

10 

19 

871/807 


00 

01 

45 

586/806 


00 

10 

18 

812 


00 

01 

13 

297/372 


00 

28 

18 

287/362 


00 

05 

10 

289/364 


00 

09 

66 

245/309 


00 

00 

91 

243/307 


00 

06 

50 

238/297 


00 

00 

48 

304/386 


00 

01 

31 

306/389 


00 

19 

88 

307/390 


00 

11 

81 

310/393 


00 

04 

91 

309/392 


00 

04 

37 

315/401 


00 

19 

18 

400 


00 

04 

09 

316/403 


00 

11 

35 

318/408 


00 

13 

49 

86/94 


00 

27 

54 

3 359 


00 

12 

47 

358 


00 

00 

52 

357 


00 

01 

47 

360 


00 

04 

70 

354 


00 

08 

32 

362 


00 

05 

86 

364 


00 

08 

49 

363 


00 

15 

56 

365 


00 

10 

78 

368 


00 

07 

91 

367 


00 

01 

26 

377 


00 

02 

20 

369 


00 

00 

14 

374 


00 

03 

11 

375 


00 

02 

78 

370 


00 

20 

56 
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02 

93 
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02 

52 
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04 
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00 
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00 

03 
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05 

76 


272 

00 

06 

08 


271 
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00 

10 


251 

00 

16 

02 


249 

00 

06 

05 


169 
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73 


171 
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17 

80 
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176 
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00 

10 


177 
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05 

18 


178 
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08 

05 
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02 
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00 

06 

36 


98 

00 

09 

22 
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00 

16 

77 
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00 
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27 
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00 
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06 
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00 

87 
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00 
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15 
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00 
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03 
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00 
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403 
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46 


409 

00 

01 

32 


411 

00 

05 

38. 


412 

00 

09 

69 


413 

00 

05 

21 













[^II—«0S3(ii)] 

W ^ Tnm : ftra»^ 17, 201 im 26, 1933 



6663 

1__ 

r"—r- 

2 

3 

I 4 

"Ts 1 


414 


00 

11 
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32 
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24 
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09 
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50 
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21 
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01 

77 


500/1231 


00 

08 
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01 
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8/1124 
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00 
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105/1125 


00 

00 

10 
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16 
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1966 
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05 
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39 
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24 

48 


1520 


00 

31 
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01 

33 


1575 
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00 

80 


1576 
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20 

20 


1501 


00 

20 

71 


1502 
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01 

22 


1500 


00 
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90 


1496 
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84 
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00 
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19 


1593 


00 

03 

29 
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03 
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00 

03 

42 
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06 

40 
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01 

36 
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00 
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00 
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00 
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87 
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50 
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17 
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04 

05 
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10 
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05 
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91 
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34 
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356/787 
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05 
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01 
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07 
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95 
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54 

00 

37 

43 
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61 
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,[tPTU 14014/54/2010-^.'^.] 


New Delhi, the 15th September, 2011 


TWf, 


S. O. 2529.—Whereas by notification of Government of India in Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 2430(E) dated 27* September, 2010, issued under sub-section (1) 
of Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), Government of India 
declared its intention to acquire the Right of User in t' e land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying akinada-Basudebpur-Hovvrah gas 
pipeline for transportation of natural gas from onshore 3rminal at East coast of Andhra 
Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited by M/s Reloj sties Infrastructure Limited to the 
consumers in various parts of the country; 


And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
or before 12 March, 2011; 


And whereas, the objections received from the public to the laying of the pipeline have been 
considered and disallowed by the Competent Authority; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Government of India; 

And whereas, Government of India, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the Right of User 
therein; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the 
said Act, Government of India hereby declare diat ttie Right of User in ^e land, specified in 
the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And fiirtficr, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, Government of India hereby direct that the Right of User in die said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in Govemment of hidia, vest on the date of publicatiori of 
the dedaration, in M/s Relogistics Infiastnicture Limited, free from all encumbrances. 
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Schedule 


Mandal/Tehsil/Taluk:Chikiti 

District:Ganjam 

State: Orissa 


Village 

Survey No./Sub-Division No. 

Area to be acquired for RoU 



Hec 

Are 

C“Arc 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 ) Erendra 

2065 

00 

02 

52 

2064 

00 

03 

81 

2063 

00 

02 

63 

2067 

00 

08 

59 

2062 

00 

00 

67 

2069 

00 

01 

29 

2060 

00 

04 

20 

2059 

00 

02 

62 

2058 

00 

03 

87 

2048 

00 

04 

92 

2047 

00 

08 

05 

2049 

00 

01 

06 

2046 

00 

01 

23 

2045 

00 

07 

87 

2043 

00 

02 

92 

2036 

00 

05 

84 

2034 

00 

00 

40 

2037 

00 

01 

29 

1991 

00 

02 

74 

1992 

00 

07 

62 

1990 

00 

05 

18 

2097 

00 

00 

10 

1989 

00 

04 

16 

2102 

00 

09 

61 

2099 

00 

01 

47 

2101 

00 

09 

78 

2110 

00 

12 

71 

2114 

00 

04 

10 

2118 

00 

07 

02 

2117 

00 

04 

03 

2148 

00 

03 

21 

2147 

00 

01 

11 

2154 

00 

03 

12 

2155 

00 

09 

09 

2145 

00 

02 

59 

2156 

00 

02 

44 

2157 

00 

07 

26 
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1 ) Eiendra (Contd) 2158 

2159 

1113 

2163 

1110 

nil 

1109 

1112 

1108 

1066 

1105 

1071 

1079 

1078 

1081 

1082 

1045 

1044 

1040 

1041 
1039 
1037 
477 

472 

473 

470 
469 

471 

465 
468 

466 
464 
1115 
760 
763 
139 
138 

132 

133 
137 
129 
128 


2 ) Jaganathpur 
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2 14_15 


00 02 53 

00 03 11 

00 00 91 

00 00 94 

00 00 61 

00 02 84 

00 01 36 

00 04 78 

00 00 80 

00 00 10 

00 12 58 

00 01 18 

00 02 16 

00 00 82 

00 05 24 

00 06 15 

00 25 64 

00 11 86 

00 07 72 

00 08 38 

00 13 56 

00 03 72 

00 06 24 

00 05 02 

00 02 13 

00 01 78 

00 03 II 

00 02 75 

00 01 47 

00 03 98 

00 03 64 

00 00 20 

00 00 _^ 

00 00 75 

00 00 86 

00 01 12 

00 02 36 

00 03 81 

00 02 27 

00 03 21 

00 00 61 

00 00 10 
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00 

03 
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00 

04 
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102 

00 

03 

27 

103 

00 

03 

82 

90 

00 

02 

64 

89 

00 

02 

11 

88 

00 

07 

34 

17 

00 

10 

71 

12 

00 

11 

65 

11 

00 

12 

10 

6 

00 

00 

10 

5 

00 

00 

26 

3 ) Panada 1829 

00 

04 

64 

1811 

00 

02 

21 

1792 

00 

09 

32 

1791 

00 

01 

18 

1778 

00 

04 

97 

1779 

00 

04 

45 

1780 

00 

01 

05 

1785 

00 

01 

86 

1782 

00 

02 

86 

1783 

00 

14 

60 

1741 

00 

03 

96 

1740 

00 

03 

72 

1784 

00 

01 

23 

1727 

00 

06 

91 

1739 

00 

04 

12 

1738 

00 

04 

05 

1734 

00 

01 

66 

1700 

00 

00 

10 

1728 

00 

03 

33 

1733 

00 

04 

59 

1732 

00 

03 

57 

1701 

00 

03 

00 

1702 

00 

00 

10 

1709 

00 

04 

67 

1711 

00 

03 

28 

1642 

00 

02 

80 

1643 

00 

00 

30 
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00 
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00 

62 


1057 


00 

05 

13 


1058 


00 

03 

83 
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04 
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1223 


00 

06 
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1222 


00 

03 

13 


1195 


00 

01 

70 


1194 


00 

00 

26 


1192 


00 

00 

12 


1191 


00 

09 

49 


1189 


00 

13 

72 


1188 


00 

04 

66 


1172 


00 

22 

98 


1296 


00 

07 

07 


1297 


00 

06 

25 


1295 


00 

06 

87 


1298 


00 

15 

36 

4 ) Kishora Chandrapur 

546 


00 

01 

82 


549 


00 

02 

11 


697 


00 

03 

56 


550 


00 

00 

24 


695 


00 

08 

18 


687 


00 

00 

38 


688 


00 

06 

93 


689 


00 

06 

96 


621 


00 

04 

24 


622 


00 

04 

02 


620 


00 

06 

92 


618 


00 

02 

99 


619 


00 

06 

90 


617 


00 

00 

41 


608 


00 

07 

55 


606 


00 

02 

54 


616 


00 

01 

22 


612 


00 

00 

47 


607 


00 

01 

56 
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00 

20 

23 


586 


00 

09 

58 


161 


00 

00 
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00 

10 
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01 
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00 

13 

97 


94 
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95 
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31 


93 

00 
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97 

00 

01 

47 


102 

00 

01 

86 


103 

00 
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49 
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00 

00 

10 


105 

00 

02 
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00 

03 

62 


88 

00 

00 

35 


84 

00 

05 

54 


86 

00 

04 

15 


87 

00 

00 

29 


50 

00 

16 

76 


25 

00 

01 

50 


26 

00 

02 

93 


27 

00 

01 

39 


28 

00 

02 

02 


29 

00 

00 

90 
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00 

00 

55 


31 

00 

00 

17 


Mandal/TehsH/Taluk: Kanisi 

DIstrlct:Ganjani 
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1 ) Rampalli 

234 

00 

56 

22 


274 

00 

14 

23 


273 

00 

02 

60 


271 

00 

03 

15 


235 

00 

53 

28 


229 

00 

29 

10 

2 ) Jugudi 

682/989 

00 

25 

89 


635/911 

00 

20 

85 


636/912 

00 

08 

61 


905 

00 

06 

02 


633/906 

00 

20 

24 


641/920 

00 

25 

40 


642/921 

00 

22 

57 


656/936 

00 

05 

42 


644/923 

00 

07 

66 


655/935 

00 

07 

39 


653/933 

00 

16 

09 


648/927 

00 

19 

25 
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2) Jugudi (Contd) 

821 

00 

05 

II 


805 

00 

01 

56 


585/804 

00 

10 

19 


871/807 

00 

01 

45 


586/806 

00 

10 

18 


812 

00 

01 

13 


297/372 

00 

28 

18 


287/362 

00 

05 

lO 


289/364 

00 

09 

66 


245/309 

00 

00 

9l 


243/307 

00 

06 

50 


238/297 

00 

00 

48 


304/386 

00 

01 

3l 


306/389 

00 

19 

88 


307/390 

00 

11 

8l 


310/393 

00 

04 

9l 


309/392 

00 

04 

37 


315/401 

00 

19 

18 


400 

00 

04 

09 


316/403 

00 

11 

35 


318/408 

00 

13 

49 


86/94 

00 

27 

54 

3 ) Singabadi 

359 

00 

12 

47 


358 

00 

00 

52 


357 

00 

01 

47 


360 

00 

04 

70 


354 

00 

08 

32 


362 

00 

05 

86 


364 

00 

08 

49 


363 

00 

15 

56 


365 

00 

10 

78 


368 

00 

07 

9l 


367 

00 

01 

26 


377 

00 

02 

20 


369 

00 

00 

14 


374 

00 

03 

II 


375 

00 

02 

78 


370 

00 

20 

56 


382 

00 

02 

93 


276 

00 

02 

52 


280 

00 

04 

63 


279 

00 

00 

47 
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1 

2 

3 

4 
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3 ) Singabadi (Contd) 

277 

00 

03 

49 


275 

00 

05 

76 


272 

00 

06 

08 


271 

00 

00 

10 


251 

00 

16 

02 


249 

00 

06 

05 


169 

00 

17 

73 


171 

00 

17 

80 


172 

00 

00 

11 


176 

00 

03 

35 


175 

00 

00 

10 


177 

00 

05 

18 


178 

00 

08 

05 


162 

00 

02 

02 


179 

00 

06 

36 


98 

00 

09 

22 


101 

00 

16 

77 


102 

00 

02 

27 


82 

00 

09 

06 


75 

00 

00 

87 


73 

00 

01 

15 


76 

00 

04 

03 


77 

00 

05 

67 

4 ) Medinipur 

144 

00 

02 

13 


143 

00 

68 

17 


142 

00 

15 

65 


143/740 

00 

16 

69 

5 ) Kusumi 

375 

00 

10 

91 


374 

00 

04 

15 


373 

00 

04 

63 


372 

00 

02 

76 


402 

00 

18 

63 


401 

00 

00 

10 


403 

00 

14 

78 


405 

00 

06 

08 


404 

00 

06 

72 


407 

00 

02 

75 


408 

00 

06 

46 


409 

00 

01 

32 


411 

00 

05 

38 


412 

00 

09 

6? 


413 

00 

05 

21 




l4Wlt . 




mt |.|pM«IR 
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1 

-1- 

2 L 

3 

1 4 

r » 

5 ) Kusumi (Contd) 

414 


00 

11 

06 


416 


00 

32 

14 


418 


00 

09 

31 


423 


00 

02 

10 


432 


00 

24 

89 


347 


00 

42 

56 


343 


00 

27 

00 


292 


00 

03 

05 


298 


00 

09 

64 


299 


00 

24 

23 


300 


00 

18 

34 


301 


00 

06 

95 


302 


00 

00 

14 


191 


00 

01 

08 


190 


00 

05 

50 


124 


00 

40 

65 


123 


00 

21 

56 


108 


00 

40 

77 


13(V11S4 


00 

01 

77 


500/1231 


00 

08 

06 


104/1123 


00 

01 

88 


8/1124 


00 

00 

70 


10S/112S 


00 

00 

10 

6 ) Mahada 

1963 


00 

16 

77 


1966 


00 

05 

68 


1920 


00 

39 

95 


1525 


00 

24 

48 


1520 


00 

31 

84 


1574 


00 

01 

33 


1575 


00 

00 

80 


1576 


00 

20 

20 


1501 


00 

20 

71 


1502 


00 

01 

22 


1500 


00 

00 

90 


1498 


00 

34 

84 


1499 


00 

02 

19 


1593 


00 

03 

29 


1490 


00 

05 

03 


1489 


00 

03 

42 


171 


00 

06 

40 


174 


00 

01 

36 


179 


00 

00 

29 


3360G1/2011—15 
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1 I 

“I ^ 2 

1 3 

1 4 

1 s 1 

5) Midiada(Comd) 

301 

00 

03 

94 


300 

00 

01 

51 


299 

00 

00 

81 


286 

00 

04 

40 


284 

00 

00 

75 


283 

00 

18 

00 


371 

00 

25 

15 


374 

00 

00 

18 


375 

00 

17 

15 


377 

00 

07 

13 


378 

00 

18 

46 


384 

00 

23 

34 


391 

00 

01 

86 


390 

00 

13 

15 


419 

00 

13 

72 

Mandal/Tehsll/Taluk:Bei1iampur 

District:Gadiani 

State:Orissa 


1 ) Matiapali 

75 

00 

06 

50 


64 

00 

03 

92 


66 

00 

03 

66 


73 

00 

15 

02 


67 

00 

01 

51 


68 

00 

14 

15 


56 

00 

30 

20 


53 

00 

16 

10 

2 ) Langaladei 

625 

00 

00 

53 


626 

00 

00 

48 


628 

00 

00 

27 


629 

00 

00 

24 


646 

00 

01 

15 


645 

00 

01 

30 


644 

00 

01 

87 


643 

00 

01 

50 


642 

00 

02 

17 


679 

00 

04, 

05 


640 

00 

00 

10 


683 

00 

13 

05 


700 

00 

45 

91 


732 

00 

14 

34 


733 

00 

00 

34 


354 

00 

15 

00 


356/787 

00 

05 

83 


353 

00 

01 

75 


355 

00 

07 

73 


«i^i 








UMOn'isM't MtMlI.I 


















[^II—^Q^3(ii)] qT^cFTWT5T 17, 201im 26, 1933_^_^ 


1 1 

2 

J ^ 

L. < 

5 

2 ) l-angahdei (Confd) 

350 

00 

03 

60 


351 

00 

05 

04 


348 

00 

12 

02 


362 

00 

16 

73 


363 

00 

01 

39 


367 


11 

03 


366 



95 


334 



66 

3 ) Chandaniapahad 

54 

00 

37 

43 


60 

00 

17 

61 


61 

00 

02 

78 


73 

00 

02 

26 


74 

00 

07 

84 


75 

00 

12 

91 


77 

00 

07 

51 


83/304 

00 

07 

88 


84 

00 

06 

88 


87 

00 

02 

40 


101 

00 

09 

20 


104 

00 

01 

18 


{p. No. H4014/64/2010-dP.] 
K. K. SHARMA. Under Secy. 

16tW3R, 2011 


^ 3ff. 2530.—%, 'SSk ^ ^4*1) 

1962(1962 ^50) (j^ ^ vSd^rf^ TO W %) ^ «IRJ 3 # (1) 

% 3?#T ^ qRW ^ ^Rsm 2389 3i 

37TO, 2010 5RT, m 313^ 5^ ^ 5^, ^ «I 

^ qr ehijini^i ter %r zfer % ^t % f^ii^ OTte'aif ?i^ 

yic^I^cb % % mRci^h ^ i^, srt Rr^to- % 

f^75I% % ^iqlvdH % f^ ^3q#T % 'SlRlW ^ '37^ ^ % 3n% 3ir9P7 ^ qtTO ^ ^ ; 

^ <L 

TTSTTr aiRl^dd l ^ ^ Ob . 2011 ^ 3 mqF ^ 

OTfaq TO ^ #; 

'3^, % wq ^ % qM ^nM^qr m^ qrtoft srt tor ^ w % 

'S^Tt on^N/^id to; 

q i Ri<» i ^ % ^ aiR i fi t qq q>t to 6 (i)%3i#rqRwqTTO^3?q^R^^^%; 

3SR, tot trto %, R^ qr Riqrr ^ % q^ro #t ^ ^ qr % ^ ^ 

% Rrq 3q^r ^qqRr % alter ^ aiuRr ^ ^ Rif^qq te I; 

aiq:, am, tot q^ro, aqq arRite ^ to 6 ^ ^-to (i) to qro $itef ^ snJm ^ ^ 

qte TOft% ^ aiRi^ro ^ qro aij^ "Jipr m^q^i^H te% % Rm ^sqqW % alter 

^arjfqte^l; 

'3^, TOT mm, aiRiter # to 6 ^ aq-TO (4) to qro site^r qq qqtq ^ |q, qF i^9T 

^ I aqrT ^ aq#T ^ alter ^ qte ^ qroiq # artRsr % tot ^ ^ % to^, 

terp^i % g^, ^ te^riter ^ im i 
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1 

_ 

=n*r 


_jgggT_ 







2 

3 

4 



7 

00 

03 

68 

8 

00 

03 

16 

9 

00 

44 

97 

10 

00 

01 

06 

20 

00 

67 

08 

21 

00 

46 

13 

79 

00 

09 

29 

84 

00 

01 

88 

86 

00 

43 

71 

92 

00 

09 

66 

17/4 

00 

02 

97 

17/10 

00 

06 

94 

17/12 

00 

14 

93 

17/13 

00 

03 

24 

18/4 

00 

04 

95 

18/5 

00 

10 

80 

18/6 

00 

05 

07 

18/7 

00 

05 

48 

19/3 

00 

05 

74 

19/7 

00 

06 

18 

19/8 

00 

04 

35 

19/12 

00 

08 

69 

19/13 

00 

03 

97 

19/15 

00 

01 

56 

80/1 

00 

19 

20 

80/3 

00 

05 

75 

80/5 

00 

00 

30 

80/6 

00 

09 

62 

80/9 

00 

08 

05 

80/10 

00 

Oi) 

24 

80/13 

00 

02 

45 

80/4 

00 

03 

23 

80/8 

00 

03 

14 

80/11 

00 

06 

80 

80/12 

00 

00 

66 

86/2x^ 

00 

00 

10 

85/2A 

00 

17 

96 


i 




1 4)11'4« 


Tinri 
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1 

•1 i 

1 ^ 1 

4 

r ^ ~ 

1 ) (i^) 

85/3 

00 

14 

65 


85/4 

00 

00 

22 


85/14« 

00 

00 

63 


91/7 

00 

01 

68 


91/8 

00 

04 

63 


91/9 

00 

01 

29 


91/10 

00 

02 

59 


91/11 

00 

07 

32 


91/12 

00 

01 

27 


94/6 

00 

03 

18 


94/7 

00 

05 

13 


94/13 

00 

02 

97 


94/15 

00 

00 

88 


94/16 

00 

00 

44 


94/12 

00 

06 

34 


94/14 

00 

19 

46 


95/3 

00 

36 

63 


95/4 

00 

02 

45 


96/1 

00 

07 

02 


96/6 

00 

00 

73 


97/1 

00 

04 

15 


97/4 

00 

09 

68 



00 

03 

44 


n?iT H -14014/44/2010-^.^ft.] 

TWf, 37^ Trf^ 


New Delhi, the leth September, 2011 

S. O. 2530.— Whereas by notification of Government of India in Ministry of Petroleum and 
Natural Gas number S.O. 2389 dated 31st August, 2010, issued imder sub>section (1) of 
Section 3 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), Government of India 
declared its intention to acquire the Right of User in the land, specified in the Schedule 
appended to that notification for the purpose of laying Vijayawada-Nellore-Chennai gas 
pipeline for transportation of natural gas fiom on>shore gas processing terminal at Kakinada 
on East coast of Andhra Pradesh of M/s Reliance Industries Limited by M/s Relogistics 
Infi^tructure Limited to the consumers in various parts of the country; 

And whereas, the copies of the said Gazette notification were made available to the public on 
or before 2011; 

And whereas, the objections received firom the public to the laying of the pipeline have been 
considered and disallowed by the Competent Authority; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, submitted report to the Government of India; 

And whereas. Government of India, after considering the said report and on being satisfied 
that the said land is required for laying the pipeline, has decided to acquire the Right of User 
therein: 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the 
said Act, Government of India hereby declares that the Right of User in the land, specified in 
the Schedule, appended to this notification, is hereby acquired for laying the pipeline; 

And further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of Section 6 of the said 
Act, Government of India hereby directs that the Right of User in the said land for laying the 
pipeline shall, instead of vesting in Govenunent of India, vest on the date of publication of 
the declaration, in M/s Relogistics Infrastnicture Limited, free from all encumbrances. 

Schedule 


MafMtal/T«hsil/T«luk:Sathyavedu 

Oistf1ct:Chitt(N>r 

StateiAndhra Pradesh 

Vlllaga 

Survey No ./Sub-Division No. 

Area to be acquired for RoU 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 ) Rajagopalapuram 

7 

00 

03 

68 

8 

00 

03 

16 

9 

00 

44 

97 

10 

00 

01 

06 

20 

00 

67 

08 

21 

00 

46 

13 

79 

00 

09 

29 

84 

00 

01 

88 

86 

00 

43 

71 

92 

00 

09 

66 

17/4 

00 

02 

97 

17/10 

00 

06 

94 

17/12 

00 

14 

93 

17/13 

00 

03 

24 

18/4 

00 

04 

95 

18/5 

00 

10 

80 

18/6 

00 

05 

07 

18/7 

00 

05 

48 

19/3 

00 

05 

74 

19/7 

00 

06 

18 

19/8 

00 

04 

35 

19/12 

00 

08 

69 

19/13 

00 

03 

97 

19/15 

00 

01 

56 

80/1 

00 

19 

20 

80/3 

00 

05 

75 

80/5 

00 

00 

30 

80/6 

00 

09 

62 

80/9 

00 

08 

05 

80/10 

00 

00 

24 

80/13 

00 

02 

45 

80/4 

00 

03 

23 

80/8 

00 

03 

14 

80/11 

00 

06 

80 

80/12 

00 

00 

66 

85/2A 

00 

00 

10 

85/2B 

00 

17 

96 
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1 1 

1 

2 

Ts 

1* 

^5 1 

1 ) Rajagopalapuram (Contd) 

85/3 


00 

14 

65 


85/4 


00 

00 

22 


85/14B 


00 

00 

63 


91/7 


00 

01 

68 


91/8 


00 

04 

63 


91/9 


00 

01 

29 


91/10 


00 

02 

59 


91/11 


00 

07 

32 


91/12 


00 

01 

27 


94/6 


00 

03 

18 


94/7 


00 

05 

13 


94/13 


00 

02 

97 


94/15 


00 

00 

88 


94/16 


00 

00 

44 


94/12 


00 

06 

34 


94/14 


00 

19 

46 


95/3 


00 

36 

63 


95/4 


00 

02 

45 


96/1 


00 

07 

02 


96/6 


00 

00 

73 


97/1 


00 

04 

15 


97/4 


00 

09 

68 


97/2 


00 

03 

44 


No. L-14014/44/2010-G.R] 

K. K. SHARMA, Under Secy. 

^ 16 2011 

m. 2531 .—mm ^ ^ m ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ m 

^ ^ gm %^-^PT^-*tT#T tolj ^ ^if^; 

#■. vfjTTT mm ^ fcn5i% % ^ 3TTcr§iRj gdm 3 h # ^r, ^ 

3^ fcf^;rTT^g5Tg^% 3^3^ir #frT %, 3^7^ % SlfllW ^ 

3TjRT fcR^n’ Jll^^ 

3Fr:. m, ^TFtT ^TW, ^ (^ ^ ^ 3lf^7W ^ 3rjf^) 3#f^, 1962 

(1962 ^ 50) 3g^3W7T (1) ^S'lf^rT^^^|q, 3^3^^% Sri^JW3RT 3T^ 

3rTsm^%riTT^I; 


^'ttcZ7^,:jTt3^ 3H^TTfe%f^m^3^ 3lj^P|i|^^«IRT3g5t3g^mT (1) 

% 37#T7Tm^nf 3#g^^gf^TOFW^3RT^^3g^ ^ ^ ^ ^ % 

^ iTi% ^ 3g#T % 31^7 % 37^ % ^ ^ ^ gitaft, 

74, grg^f 4f^, 5 fi#t - 560 052, 

^ ^517 Br 3TT^^Rg^l 
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w 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


1 

00 

67 

72 


4014/46/2011 
TWf, 3T^ 


New Delhi, the 16th September, 2011 

s, o. 2531.— Whereas it appears to Government of India that it is necessary in 
public interest that for transportation of natural gas from terminal point of 
Vijayawada-Nellore-Chennai pipeline near Tiruttani in TamilNadu to consumers in 
various parts of the country, Chennai - Bangalore - Mangalore pipeline should be laid by 
M/s Relogistics Infrastructure Limited; 

And, whereas, it appears to Government of India that for the purpose of laying such 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the Right of User in land under which the said pipeline 
is proposed to be laid and which are described in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 
(50 of 1962), Government of India hereby declares its intention to acquire the Right of 
User therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty-one 
days from the date on which the copies of the notification as published in the Gazette of 
India under sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, are made available to the general 
public, object in writingjo. the acquisition of the Right of User therein for laying the 
pipeline under the land lOy^K.Mallinath, Competent Authority, Relogistics Infrastructure 
Limited, #74, 5th Floor, Prestige Feroze, Cunningham Road, BangaloreT560052, 
Karnataka State. 

Schedule 


Taluk: Turuvekere 

District: Tumkur 

State: Karnataka 


Village 

Survey No./Sub-DMsIon No. 

Area to be acquired for Roll 



Hec 

Are 

C-Are 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1) B.C. Kaval 

I 


67 

72 


F. No. L-14014M«2011raP.] 
K. K. SHARMA.Uiid*rSocy. 
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9m ^ irsrm 

18 3FR<T, 2011 

2532.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ WFK Whr Tfe 

^ 31^ Pinl'SiqjT 3?lT ^4ehKT 

Plf^6ii 4||0l|*|en 

^ iwz TTSqr 27/1991) ^ ^ t, 

^ 16-8-2011 ^ w ^3n 8iT I 

[-^ T3:cT-12012/274/89-a^T$ m (^-I)] 

3iTfV^FT^ 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 18th August, 2011 

S.O, 2532.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 27/1991) 
of the Industrial Tribunal-! , Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of State Bank of India and 
their workman, received by the Central Government on 
16-8-2011. 

[No. L-12012/274/89-IR(B-D] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-L 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT; 

Smt. Anis, M. A., B.L., Chairman 

Dated, 27th Day of July, 2011 
LD. No. 27 of 1991 

BETWEEN; 

State Bank of India Employees Union, 
Peddibhotlavari Street, Vijayawada, A.R 

... Petitioner 

Al^ 

The Management of State Bank of India, 

Rep. by the Regional Manager, 

Region-I V, 11 Zonal Office, 

\lsakhapatnam-53(X)20. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES; 

Sri P, Venkateshwar Rao, Advocate for the Petitioner 
Sri B. G. Ravinder Redtfy, Advocate for the Re^ndent 


AWARD 

The Government of India and Ministry of Labour by 
its order No. L-12012/274/89IR B-III dated 12-2-1990 
referred the following dispute for adjudication with the 
following issue found in the Annexure which reads as 
under: 

“■ Whether the action of the Managementof the State 
Bank of India, Regional Office, Visakhapatnam in 
imposing the punishment of stoppage of two 
increments by way of cancellation with cumulative 
effect of Sri BamalaK. Shankar Rao, Messenger in 
the Srikakulam Branch vide their order (3-0)/DPC/ 
VSP/R-II/139dt 14-11-1985 was justified? 

If not to what relief the said workman is entitled 
tor 

1. The original dispute was referred to the Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Visakhapatnam by order No. 
L-12012/274/89 IR B-III dated: 12-2-1990 of Ministry o'' 
Labour, Government of India, New Delhi. Later on it was 
transferred from the Industrial-cum-Labour Court. 
Visakhapatnam to this Court by order dated 10-7-1991 ot' 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India, New Delhi. 

2. The brief averments made by the petitioner as 
follows: 

The petitioner is the workman was appointed in the 
State Bank of India, Amudalavalasa branch as 
Messenger on 1st May 1967. His services were 
confirmed from 1-11-1967. He was transferred to 
Parvathipuram Branch on 31-7-1971 and he joined 
thereon 8-9-1971. On 21-9-1972 he was placed under 
suspension on the allegation that on 7-9-1971 lie 
surreptitiously removed one section containing one 
hundred currency notes of rupees ten denomination 
valued at Rs. 1,000. On 9-11-1973 the petitioner 
workman was charge sheeted by framing the charges. 
On 19-12-1973 the workman submitted his reply to 
the charge sheet and denied the allegation levelled 
against him by way of charges on the ground tluil 
he made a scapegoat to a organized union patronized 
and pampered by the Management of the Bank and 
he is innocent. He further stated tliat he was outside 
scope of the procedure for taking disciplinary action 
and the workman also requested to lift the 
suspension order. On 19-12-1974 the then Regional 
Manager and disciplinary authority ordered an 
enquiry and appointed Enquiry Officer, Tire workina’ 
also filed a civil suit O S No. 33/74 before the Di sit tel 
Munsiff, Parvathipuram and obtained interim sla; 
orders of the enquiry'. The said suit was dismissed 
on 31-7-1979. Again he filed an Appeal AS No I 
before the Subordinate Judge. Parvathipuram : 
the appeal was also dismissed on 6-4-i '* 
According to the petitioner the Covermnent of. 
given directions that all suspensions pending tr 
more than one year be reviewed and the sus[xnsu'; 


3360 GI/2011—16 
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lifted in appropriate cases. The petitioner suspension 
was also lifted vide orders dated 3-10-1978 with a rider 
“the question of payment or otherwise of the back 
wages and the extension of other benefits will be 
considered on the conclusion or the enquiiy ordered”. 
After the disposal of the Appeal suit 51/79 the 
domestic enquiry was commenced on 15th and 26th 
June, 1985 and 3rd July, 1985. The diciplinary authority 
held that the workman is guilty of the charges and 
dismissed the workman petition from the services. 
The petitioner stated that he was not furnished copies 
of the enquiiy report, findings of the Enquiiy Officer 
and proceedings of the disciplinary authority along 
with 2nd show cause notice. Thus, the workman had 
only the version of the Disciplinary Authority as to 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer of the charges. 
Thus the workman was denied the reasonable 
opportunity of rebutting the contentions of the 
Disciplinary Authority. On 25-10-1985 the workman 
appeared for the personal hearing and submitted his 
contentions in writing. Mde letter dated 14-11-1985 
the Disciplinary Authority negatives the contentions 
of the workman and taken lenient view to reduce the 
punishment to stoppage of two increments by way of 
cancellation with cumulative effect The workman ^so 
made his appeal to the Appellate Authority on 
18-8-1986. The Appellate Authority dismissed the 
appeal of the workman. Thus the petitioner Union 
raised an ID before the Asstt. Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Visakhapatnam on 16-2-1988 and the said 
dispute ended in failure leading to the present 
reference. According to the petitioner the Disciplinary 
Authority and Appellate Authority failed to consider 
the workman’s contentions. Therefore, petitioner 
prays the Tribunal to hold that the punishment 
imposed is unjustified and workman is entitled to 
having increments restored with back wages and other 
benefits. 

3. The brief averments made in the counter filed by 
the respondent are as follows : 

The respondent contended that the averments are 
not true, valid and tenable in law and the petitioner is 
put to strict proof of the same. The respondent admits 
about issuing the notification by the Government and 
sending reference to this Tribunal and also admitted 
that the petitioner was appointed in State Bank of 
India, Amudalavalasa Branch as Messenger and 
confirmed his services on 1-1 -1967, Thereafter, he was 
shifted Parvathipuram Branch on 9-8-1971. The 
respondent admitted that on 21 -9-1972 the petitioner 
workman was placed under suspension and the 
allegation that he surreptitiously removed one section 
containing 100 currency notes of Rs. 10 denomination 
valued at Rs. 1,000. The respondent admitted about 
issuing charge sheet to the petitioner woikman. The 


respondent also admitted about civil cases filed by 
the petitioner workman before the District Munsif, 
Parvathipuram and also before the Sub-Judge Court. 
Both the cases were dismissed on 31-7-1979 and 
6-4-1985 respectively. According to the respondent 
the allegation of workman that the Respondent did 
not furnish the copies of the enquiiy report and the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer and the proceedings 
of the Disciplinary Authority along with 2nd show 
cause notice are untenable. The respondent also 
stated that all the relevant records were with the State 
Bank of India, Parvathipuram Branch and the petitioner 
workman could have easily perused the same. 
According to the respondent reasonable opportunity 
was given to the petitioner workman. The respondent 
admits that the petitioner workman appeared at the 
personal hearing and made his submissions and he 
was allowed to defend his case through his counsel 
during the entire proceedings. The re^ndent further 
denied the allegation that they should have proceeded 
to prosecute the petitioner workman and they have 
no right to initiate disciplinary proceedings is 
misconceived and the Management of the 
Respondent got the discretionary powers either to 
initiate prosecution or disciplinary proceedings. The 
respondent denied the allegation that the evidence 
tendered did not support the charges and specifically 
stated that the witnesses were given evidence 13 years 
after the incident and consequently it would be un¬ 
nature to depose with mathematical precision 
regarding incident without discrepancies. Abnormal 
delay caused during the enquiry was due to deliberate 
acts of the petitioner workman who approached the 
Civil Court. The respondent also denied that the 
petitioner was not given fair hearing of the case and 
the management has no such intention and make him 
a scapegoat. The respondent also stated that the 
petitioner is not entitled for back wages as claimed 
and the case filed by the petitioner is purely 
speculative and the workman who is guilty of serious 
charges was dealt with reasonably and fairly by the 
respondent management and iihposed minor 
punishment on sympathetic grounds. The contention 
of the petitioner that 2nd show cause notice dated 
30-9-1985 was not accompanied by the Enquiry Officer 
records, is not valid and tenable and the petitioner 
workman is having no say about the practice and 
procedure adopted by the back. Further a personal 
hearing was given to the petitioner workman before 
imposing the punishment of dismissal after hearing 
the petitioner workman, a lenient view was taken by 
stoppage of two increments by way of cancellation 
with cumulative effect. The respondent management 
applied its brain and considered the matter judicially 
and finally prayed the Court to dismiss the reference 
with costs. 
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4. Now the points for the consideration : 

(0 “Whether the action of respondent in imposing 
the punishment of stoppage of two increments 
by way of cancellation with cumulative effect 
of Sri B. Shankar Rao was justified ? 

(ii) Whether the orders passed by the Management 
is violation by principles of natural justice and 

the material on record? 

(iii) Whether the misconduct of the petitioner is 
proved and the quantum of punishment is in 
accordance with the action of the petitioner ?” 

5. Petitioner workman examined as WWl. Ex Ml to 
M19 are marked by consent on behalf of the Respondent. 

6. Heard both sides and perused the record. 

7. Point No. 1 to 3 : As per the record there is no 
dispute with B. Shadcar Rao was appointed in State Bank of 
India, Amudalavalasa Branch as a Messier on 1>5>1967 
and his services were confirmed from 1>11>1967. The said 
workman transferred to Parvathipuiam Branch cm 31-7-1971 
and joined there on 9-8-1971. It is also an admitted fict that 
the said workman was suspended from service on 
21-9-1972 on the charge that he removed one section 
containing 100 currency notes of Rs, 10 in denomination of 
rupees valued at Rs. 1000. The charge sheet was issued on 
19-12-1973 to the petitioner workman and he submitted his 
reply denying charges. It is also an admitted fact that the 
disciplinary authority ordered enquiry and appointed an 
Enquiry Officer. The petitioner woikman questioned the said 
action by filing OS 33/74 before the Jr. Civil Judge, 
Parvathipuram which was dismissed on 31-7-1979. Against 
the said order the petitioner workman filed A S 51/79 before 
the Sub-Judge, Parvathipuram, and the same was also 
dismissed on 6-4-1985. Thereafter the domestic enquiry was 
conducted in the month June/July 1985 after producing the 
oral and documentary evidence by both the sides. The 
enquiry officer vide its proceeding dated 9-8-1985 held that 
the charges leveled against the workman were not proved. 
But the disciplinary authority not accepted the report of the 
enquiry officer and differed with the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer vide proceedings dated 3-9-1985 and held that the 
petitioner workman was guilty of charges leveled against 
him. 

8. It is also an admitted fact that the disciplinary 
authority vide proceeding dated 30-9-1985 tentatively 
proposed to impose the punishment of dismissal from 
service since misconduct was serious and it was proved. 
The same was informed to the petitioner workman and a 
show cause notice was also issued to the workman for 
hearing about imposing of the punishment. During the 
personal hearing, the petitioner workman filed a written 
statement and after considering the contents of the wrifen 
statement it was held that the workman whose integrity was 
doubtful had no place in Organization like a bank and that 


he deserved punishment after dismissal from the bank 
service. But taking into his long service in the Bank, the 
disciplinary authority vide proceedings dated 14-8-1985 took 
a lenient view of his misconduct decided to reduce the 
punishment of stoppage of two increments with cumulative 
effect. 

9. It is also an admitted fact that against the order of 
the disciplinary authority the petitioner workman preferred 
an appe^ on 15-4-1986 and the appellate authority vide 
proceedings dated 18-8-1986 dismissed the appeal 
confirming the orders of the disciplinary authority. 

10. It is also an admitted fact that the petitioner raised 
a dispute as such the Government of India vide proceeding 
dated 10-7-199^1 referred the dispute between the 
Management of State Bank of India and thdr workman before 
the Tribunal. 

11. During the penden(ty of the ID 27/1991 an order 
has been passed about the validity of the domestic enquiry. 
On 18-5-1994 this Tribunal passed orders holding with the 
enquiry officer “conducted the domestic enquiry against 
the petitioner workman in accordance with the principle of 
natural justice and there are no valid reasons to give any 
finding against the domestic enquiry”. This order dated 
18-5-1994 was not challenged by the workman before any 
appellate Court. Therefore, the orders dated 18-5-1994 
became final. On 7-6-1994 an award has been passed by this 
Tribunal holding that the action of the Management in 
imposing the punishment to the workman was not justified 
and the petitioner workman is entitled to have his increments 
restored and he is entitled to back wages and benefits due 
on lifting of the suspension. 

12. Aggrieved by the orders of this Tribunal the 
Management of State Bank of India filed W P No. 20599/ 
1994. The Hon’ble High Court vide orders dated 5-8-2005 
held that the Tribunal “On the evidence available on record 
shall examine the matter in accordance with the paragraph 
50(a) of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court with regard 
to prove of misconduct and quantum of punishment. The 
order of punishment of stoppage of two increments with 
cumulative was imposed of the workman nearly two decades 
ago on 14-11-1985 and the dispute was referred in ID 27/ 
1991 for adjudication of the Tribunal 14 years ago. It is 
therefore necessary that the Tribunals are examines the 
matter and passes the award as expeditiously as possible”. 

13. After remand of the matter the petitioner woikmaii 
. only filed chief affidavit reiterating of the admitted facts 
happened during the domestic enquiry and disciplinary 
action taken by the Management and stated that the action 
of the Management against petitioner workman is mala Tied, 
illegal and void ab initio and the orders of the Management 
imposing the pimishment of stoppage of two increments 
was not justified. 

14. Heard both sides and perused the written 
arguments filed by both the sides reiterating the same facts. 




6684 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 17,2011/BHADRA 26,1933 


[Part II— Sec; 3(ii)] 


15. The Hon’ble High Court while passing the orders 
in W P clearly held that from the claim statement it is clear 
that the workman was given a copy of the enquiry officer’s 
report and the findings of the disciplinary authority during 
the course of conciliation proceedings before the Asstt. 
Commissioner of Labour (Central) i.e., prior to the reference 
made by the Government to the Tribunal. The said 
documents were available with the workman when the union 
filed its claim statement on his behalf before the Tribunal. 
However, no plea was taken in the claim statement that 
prejudice was caused to the workman as a result of his not 
being furnished a copy of the enquiry report. The Hon’ble 
High Court further held “it is thus clear that even after 
receiving a copy of the enquiry report and the findings of 
the disciplinary authority, both before the Industrial 
Tribunal and before this Court, there is no plea that prejudice 
was caused to the workman on account of non-supply of 
the enquiry report and on his not being furnished with a 
copy of the findings of the disciplinary authority disagreeing 
with the findings of the enquiry officer”. 

16. Further the petitioner workman failed to prove 
what prejudice was caused on account of non-supply of a 
copy of the enquiry report and the copy of the findings of 
the disciplinary authority. Admittedly, this course held that 
a domestic enquiry conducted is valid and it was in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and the 
petitioner workman has not challenged the order passed by 
this Tribunal about the validity of the domestic enquiry. 

17. The Hon’ble High Court also held while admitting 
the writ petition “Since the domestic enquiry has already 
been held to be valid by the Tribunal, the punishment 
imposed on the workman is other than dismissal or 
discharge, and Sec. 2(A) does not therefore apply, the 
Tribunal on the evidence available on record, shall examine 
the matter in accordance with paragraph 50 (9) supra, with 
regard to proof of misconduct and the quantum of 
punishment”. 

18. Even after the remand the petitioner workman has 
not produced any evidence to show that due to non-supply 
of the copy of enquiry report and a copy of the finding of 
the disciplinary authority caused prejudice to him. Further 
there is no pleading to that effect ly the petitioner workman. 

19. The disciplinary authority vide proceeding dated 
30-9-1985 tentatively proposed imposition of punishment 
of dismissal from service but it took a lenient view and after 
hearing the petitioner workman the said punishment was 
reduced to stoppage of two increments with cumulative 
effect. As per the record available the petitioner was working 
as a messenger in the bank and findings of the Enquiry 
Officer shows that the petitioner workman’s integrity was 
doubtful and in the interest of the bank there is no place for 
the petitioner to work in a financial organization like bank 
and wants to impose serious punishment of dismissal but 
in view of the long service it has reduced to stoppage of 


increments with cumulative effect. Further the petitioner 
workman himself responsible for long litigation. The order 
passed by the domestic enquiry and the disciplinaiy 
authority are in accordance with the principles of natural 
justice and the findings are as per the material on record. 
Therefore, the petitioner is no entitled for any relief of 
restoration of increments along with back wages and 
benefits due on lifting of the suspension. 

In the result the reference is answered accordingly 
and the petitioner is not entitled for any relief 

Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed by her and 
corrected, pronounced by me in the Open Court on 27th 
day of July, 2011. 

ANIS, Chainnan 

Appendis(ifEvid»ice 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

petitioner respondents 

WW1:B. ShankarRao -Nil- 

Documents marked for petitioner 

]>ocuments marked for Respondent 

(By consent) 


Ex. Ml 

Charge sheet issued to the workman 
(Telugu and English versions) dated 
9-11-1973. 

Ex. M2 

Notice of Domestic Enquiry dated 
17-3-1975. 

Ex M3 

Notice of Domestic Enquiry dated 
16-5-1975. 

Ex M4 

Letter addressed to the Branch Manager, 
Parvathipuram and marked to Sri R S Raju 
dated 28-5-1975. 

ExM5 

Prosecution Exhibits Exs. P1 to P4. 

Ex M6 

Enquiry Officer’s Report. 

ExM7 

Brief submitted by the prosecuting 
officials. 

Ex M8 

Proceedings of the Disciplinary Authority 
proposing punishment dated 30-9-1985. 

ExM9 

Final proceedings of the Disciplinaiy 
Authority dated 14-11-1985. 

Ex MIO 

Appeal submitted by Sri B. Shankar Rao 
dated24-6-1986. 

Ex Mil 

Letter addressed to the workman after 
personal hearing dated 14-11-1985. 

ExM12 

Letter of the Appellate Authority along 
with proceedings addressed to Sri B. 
Shanlrar Rao dated 18-8-1986. 
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EX.M13 

Suspension order served to Sri B. Shankar 
Raodated21-9-1972. 

EX.M14 

Letter serviced to Sri B. Shankar Rao 
(advice regarding lifting of suspension) 
dated 3-10-1978. 

ExM15 

Enquiry proceedings register. 

EX.M16 

Typed copies of enquiry proceedings 
register. 

ExM17 

Letter of Sri B. Shankar Rao in reply to 
the charge sheet issued to him (copy) 
dated 19-12-1973. 

EX.M18 

Defence Exhibits D. Ex. 1. 

ExM19 

Defence brief. 
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T^TT t^, arP^^rd 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2011 

S.O. 2533.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 112/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19-8-2011. 

[No. L-12012/319/2002-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGrr-CUM-LABOURCOURT,NAGPUR 

Case No. CGfT/NGP/l 12/2003 Date: 9-8-2011 


Party No. 1 

: The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal (^ce, 
Shankar Nagar, Raipur (CG) 492001 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: Shri Shiv Kumar Kashyap, 

S/o Shri Ghansiram Kashyap, 
Gorkha (Tolony, New Shanti Nagar, 
Raipur (CG) 492001. 


AWARD 

(Dated: 9th August, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), 
the Central Government has referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
the State Bank of India, Zonal Office Raipur, and their 
workman, Shri Shiv Kumar Kashyap, for adjudication, as 
per letter No. L-12012/319/2002-IR^-I) dated 2-5-2003, with 
the following Schedule: 

“Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager, State 
Bank of India, Raipur (CG), in terminating the services 
of Shri Shiv Kumar Kashyap, S/o Shri Ghansiram 
Kashyap, Ex-Messenger is justified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled for ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties for filing of their respective statement of claim 
and written statement, in response to which, the workman, 
Shri Shiv Kumar Kashyap (“the workman” in short) filed 
the statement of claim and the management of the State 
Bank of India, Raipur (“the party No. 1” in short) filed the 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
temporarily in the post of messenger from August, 1995 to 
December, 1997 continuously without any break and in view 
of such service and the provisions of the Bi-Partite 
settlement between the Bank and All India State Bank of 
India Staff Federation dated 27-10-1988, he became a 
protected worker and entitled for all the permanent 
absorption in the Bank and the Bank conducted interview 
for all the protected workers during 1990 and the selected 
persons were wait listed for permanent absorption in future 
in the Bank’s service and he was also interviewed and 
selected in the said interview and was included in the waiting 
list and as he was a protected worker and was about to be 
observed, he was offered temporary appointment but his 
services were abruptly terminated w.e.f. 1-1-1998, without 
assigning any reason and he had performed his duties for 
more than 240 days in a calendar year and got the status of 
a permanent employee, as per the provisions of section 
25-B of the Act and in order to deprive him the benefits of 
regular employment, he was continued with artificial breaks 
in service and though posts were available, the party No. 1 
did not absorb him and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating his services amounts to retrenchment, but before 
the termination of his services, neither one month’s notice 
nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to him and as such, the action of 
terminating of his services is illegal, inoperative and invalid 
and as the mandatory piovisions of section 25-F of the Act 
were not complied with, he is entitled for reinstatement in 
service with back wages and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating his E ^rvices is arbitrary, capricious and unfair 
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labour practice and he made representation to the Bank 
repeatedly for redressal of his grievances but without any 
result and the party No. 1 made appointments of fresh 
candidate in the post of Messenger but he was not given 
employment, which was violation of the mandatory 
provisions of section 25-H of the Act. The workman has 
prayed for declaring the action of the party No. 1 to be 
illegal and unlawful and to reinstate him in service with 
continuity and back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the appointment of the workman was on daily 
wages basis depending upon the exigency of the work and 
for specific period and discontinuation of such engagement 
did not amount to retrenchment in terms of section 2(oo) of 
the Act and various settlements were entered into between 
the State Bank of India and Federation of SBI unions and 
by virtue of such settlement and for any other reason, the 
workman did not become a protected worker and did not 
become entitled for permanent absorption in the Bank. The 
further case of the party no. 1 is that the workman had been 
enlisted in the waiting list for absorption, but the said list 
lapsed on 31-3-1997, as per the terms of the settlement 
dated 13-7-1996 and as such, the persons, whose turn could 
not come by 31-3-1997 could not be considered for 
permanent absorption and in 1999, the workman had raised 
the dilute on the same facts and circumstances, which are 
the subject matter of the present dispute and the 
Government of India by its notification dated 20/24-1-2000, 
was pleased to not refer the dispute and the workman again 
approached the same forum for the same relief and once the 
matter has been finally decided by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court, in 1998 (SLP No. 11886-11888 of 1998), nothing 
survives and the dispute is to be answered in its favour and 
seventeen temporary workmen raised the dispute before 
the ALC, Raipur, out of whom, four being satisfied with the 
Bank’s reply, withdrew their claims and five other workmen 
did not proceed against the Bank for one reason or the 
other and out of the remaining eight workmen, the case of 
one workman, Shri Kamal Soni was rejected by the 
Government and dispute of the rest seven workmen have 
been referred for adjudication for the reasons known to the 
concerned authorities and as the initial engagement of the 
workman was purely on temporary basis and the purpose 
for which, the workman was engaged was completed, the 
termination of his services was inevitable and the more fact 
of completion of 240 days of work did not given the workman 
the status of permanent employee within the meaning of 
section-2 5-B of the Act and the workman was not given 
artificial breaks in service, and it did not adopt any unfair 
labour practice and the services of the workman were not 
terminated on 1-1-1998 (wrongly mentioned as 5-2-1998 in 
the written statement) and the workman was appointed 
temporarily for specific period and purpt^e and his services 
were terminated as per the appointment order and now, no 
work is available for him and inview of the appointment 
order, there was no need to comply with the provisions of 


section 25-F of the Act and as such, its action cannot be 
said to be illegal and no fresh candidates were appointed 
by it as Messenger and there was no violation of the 
provisions of section 25-H of the Act and as such, the 
workman is not entitled for any relief 

4. In support of their respective claims, the parties 
have led oral evidence. The workman has examined himself 
as a witness in support of his claims. In his examination-in- 
chief, which is on affidavit, the workman has reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim. However, in his 
cross-examination he has admitted that his appointment was 
temporary and he was appointed some time as a Messenger 
and some time as a canteen boy and some time as a peon 
etc. 

5. One S.B. Aggrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman worked 
with the party No. 1 w.e.f. 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of serv ice and 
more than 240 days of continuous work in every calendar 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permanent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e. f 31-12-1997. 
without assigning any reason and the mandatory p^o^'isio^s 
of section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and the 
termination amounts to retrenchment and due to non- 
compliance of the provisions of section 25-F of the Act. 
such retrenchment is illegal and as such, the workman is 
entitled for reinstatement with continuity of service and full 
back wages and after termination of the workman, the Bank 
made appointment of fresh candidates in the post of 
Messenger but did not give employment to the workman 
and thus violated the provisions of sections 25-G and 25-H 
of the Act and Rule 77 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules. In support the contentions, the learned advocate for 
the workman placed reliance on the decisions reported in 
AIR 1960 SC-762 (SwadesliMittran Ltd. Vs. Their WorkmeLi). 
2010 (3) Mh. L.J. 537 (SC) (Ramesh Kumar Vs. State of 
Haryana), 2006(1) SC 545 (Workman of Bhurkliunda Collier) 
Vs. Management of Bhurkliunda Colliery), 2008 (3) Mh. LJ 
660 (Shaymrao Vs. State) and many others. 

It was also submitted that the Bank has taken the 
shelter of bi-partite settlement, which was entered into b\ 
the Bank and Staff Federation and the workman is not a 
member of the said union and the said settlement is not 
favourable to tlie workman and as such, the workman is not 
bound by such settlements and the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back w ages 

7. On the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that tlie workman was appointed 
temporarily and he was duly considered by the party no 1 
for permanent absorption in the bank, as per the settlements 
and as such, he was interviewed and was put in the wailing 
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list and as the waiting list lapsed on 31 •3-1997, he has no 
right for permanent absorption or re-appointment and in 
OJC No. 9039 of1997 (G Madhavrao Vs. SBI) the Hon’ble 
Division Bench of Orissa High Court, while deciding the 
claim of some candidates whose names were in the waiting 
list of the Bank, for appointment, basing on the said list 
have held that the applicants are not entitled to get any 
relief when the selection list came to an end on 
31-3-1997 and against the said order, special leave application 
(Civil) No. CC 3081 of 1999, was filed before the Hon’ble 
Apex Court but the special leave petitions were dismissed 
by the Hon’ble Apex (Dourt on merit and therefore, the 
worioman is not entitled for aiQ^ relief. It was also submitted 
that as the engagement of the workman was purely on casual 
and temporary basis intermittently, due to administrative 
exigencies and need of work as messenger and was not as 
per procedure for permanent staff, his termination cannot 
be termed as retrenchment and in view of the decisions of 
the Ifon’ble Apex Courts, even if it is found that the woikman 
had completed more than 240 d^ of work, he is not entitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service and as such, 
he is not entitled for any relief. In support of the contentions, 
reliance has been placed on the decisions reported in AIR 
1997 SC 3657 (Himanshu Kumar Mdhyathi Vs. Slate of Bihar), 
AIR 1997 SC 3091 (Syndicate Bank Vs. Shankar Paul), 2007 
see (L&S) 163 (State of U.P. Vs. Deshraj), 2006 SCC (L&S) 
753 (Secretary State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi) and many 
others. 

Keeping in view the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on which reliance has been 
placed by the parties, now the present case at hand is to be 
decided. 

8. So far the first contention that the workman was 
working from 1985 with the Bank continuously for more 
than 12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same as 
because, there was no such pleading in the statement of 
claim and as no evidence was adduced in support of the 
same. The workman has specifically pleaded that he worked 
from August 1995 to December 1997 and his services were 
terminated on 1-1-1998. In his evidence also, he has reiterated 
the same. Hence, the contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman caimot be accepted. 

So far the contention regarding the non-application 
of the settlements entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation to the present worieman is concerned, it is pleaded 
by the workman that in view of the term of the Bi-partite 
Settlement entered into by the Bank and the Federation, he 
became a protected worker and the Bank conducted 
interview for all the protected workers and selected him in 
the interview and his name was enlisted in the waiting list 
and the intention of the parties to the agreement was to 
absorb the waitlisted candidates permanently. When the 
workman himself has admitted about the settlements and 
by virtue of such settlements, his name to be enlisted in the 


waiting list, there is no force in the contention that the 
settlements are not binding on the workman. 

9. Admittedly the appointment of the workman was 
temporary for intermittent durations. The workman has 
pleaded such facts in his statement of claim. In view of the 
lapse of the waiting list prepared by the Bank on 31-3-1997 
the workman is not entitled to claim appointment or 
reinstatment in service on the basis of such list, as the said 
question has already been set at rest by the decisions of 
the Hon’ble Orissa High Court and the Hon’ble Apex (^urt 
as mentioned above. 

10. However, the claim of the workman in this case is 
not based on the waiting list prepared by the Bank. 
According to the claim of the workman, he was appointed 
tenqx)rarily in August 1995 and continue till December 1997 
and as he had completed more than 240 days of continuous 
work in a calendar year, the termination of his services 
without following the mandatory provision of the Section 
25-F of the Act is illegal and for that he is entitled for 
reinstatement in sendee. 

The party No. 1 has denied the claim of the workman. 

11. Perused the record including the statement of 
claim, written statement, oral and documentary evidence 
adduced by the parties and written notes of arguments. It is 
the admitted case of the workman that he was appointed 
temporarily. The documents filed by the workman show 
that he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman was appointed by following due procedure of 
appointment applicable to the Bank. So it is clear from the 
evidence that the workman was working on casual basis as 
a temporary messenger. 

On perusal of the documents filed by the workman it 
is found that the appointment of the workman was purely 
on temporary basis for a specific period and his re¬ 
appointment on fresh basis from time to time on the basis 
of specific order. It is also found from the documents that in 
the orders for temporary appointment, specific condition 
has been mentioned that the appointment to be purely 
temporary in nature due to exigency of work and need of 
the Bank and the workman would not be entitled to claim 
permanent employment and the workman accepting the 
condition had worked with party No. 1. It is also found from 
the documents that the temporary appointment was made 
by the Branch Manager of the Bank. 

It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions including the decision of the 
Constitutional Bench reported in AIR 2006 SC 1806 
(Secretary State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi and 
Others) that unless the appointment is in terms of the 
relevant rules and after a proper competition among qualified 
persons, the same would not confer any right on the 
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appointee and if it is a contractual appointment, the 
appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract and 
if the appointment is on casual basis, the same would come 
to an end, when it is discontinued and a temporary employee 
has no right to claim to be made permanent and on expiry of 
the term of his appointment, he do not entitled for 
reinstatement in service. 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Courts to the present case at hand, it is found that the 
provisions of Section 25-F are not applicable to this case as 
from the documents filed by the workman show that his 
appointment was coming to an end at the end of the contract 
and as such, the workman has no right to claim reinstatement 
in service. 

Moreover, it is well settled 1^ the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in number of decisions that the initial burden of proof is on 
the workman to show that he completed 240 days of service 
in the preceding 12 months of the date of alleged termination 
and the onus of proof doesn’t shift to employer nor is the 
burden of proof on the workman discharged, merely because 
employer fails to prove a defence and filing of affidavit of 
the workman to the effect that he had worked for 240 days 
continuously or that the workman had made repeated 
representation or raised demands for reinstatement, is not 
sufficient evidence that can discharge the said burden and 
other substantive evidence needs to be adduced to prove 
240 days’ continuous service. In this case, the workman 
has claimed that his services were terminated on 1 -1-1998. 
So now, it is to be seen as to whether the workman has been 
able to discharge the initial burden to show that he worked 
for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 1-1-1998. In 
support of his claim, the workman besides filing his affidavit 
has filed documents in regard to his appointment and the 
said documents have been marked as exhibits W-4 to W-15. 
The said documents show that the workman worked for 31 
days, 28 days, 31 days, 30 days, 29 days and 31 days in 
January, February, March, April, June and July of 1997 
respectively. No document has been filed by the workman 
to show that he worked in May 1997 and after 31 -7-1997 till 
31-12-1997. The total working days in the preceding 12 
months of 1-1-1998 comes to 180 days. There is no othet 
evidence on record to show that the workman completed 
240 days of work in the preceding 12 months of 1-1-1998. As 
the workman has failed to discharge the initial burden that 
he worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 
I -1 -1998, the provisions of Section 25-F are not applicable 
to this case. 

12. There is also no legal evidence on record to show 
that freshers were appointed as messengers by the party 
No. 1, after the termination of the services of the workman 
and the workman was not given employment and as such, 
it cannot be held that there was violation of the provisions 
of sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 of the 
Rules, Hence, it is ordered: 


ORDER 

The action of the Dy. General Manager, State Bank 
of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services of 
Shri Shiv Kumar Kashyap, Ex-messenger is justified. 
The workman is not entitled for any relief 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

19 arPRT, 2011 

2534 .—1947 (1947 
^ 14 ) ^ 17 ^ ^ ^ 

^ 214/2003) ^ y+lPvid 

^ t, ^ 19-8-2011 ^ «n I 

[ Tt 12012/110/2003-3IT^ 3TR (^-1) ] 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2011 

S.O. 2534.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 214/2003) 
of the Central Govenunent Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Aimexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of State Bank of India 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 19-8-2011. 

[No. L-12012/110/2003-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORESHRIJ. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/214/2003 Date: 9-8-2011 


Party No. 1 

; The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Shankar Nagar, Raipiu (CG) 492001 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: Shri Bhaiyaram Vishwakarma, 

S/o Shri Mohan Vishwakarma, 
Milage: Dotopar, PO: Lahad, 

Th.: Balodbazar, 

Distt.: Raipur (Chattisgarh) 


AWARD 

(Dated: 9th August, 2011) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), 
the Central Government has referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
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the State Bank of India and their workman, Shri Bhaiyaram 
Vishwakarma, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12012/ 
110/2003-IR(B-I) dated 8-8-2003, with the following 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

'‘Whether the action of the Dy, General Manager, State 
Bank of India, Raipur (CG), in terminating the services 
of Shri Bhaiyaram Vishwakarma, S/o Shri Mohan 
Vishwakarma, Ex-messenger is legal and justified ? If 
not, what relief is the workman entitled for ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties for filing of their respective statement of claim 
and written statement, in response to which, the workman, 
Shri Bhaiyaram Vishwakarma flhe workman" in short) filed 
the statement of claim and the management of the State 
Bank of India, Raipur (“the party No. 1" in short) filed the 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
temporarily in the post messenger fi»m 25-1 ■ 1997 to 25-1- 
1998 continuously and he had also worked from 3-8-1985 to 
2-2-1985 and 1-3-1987 to 10-8-1987 with party no. 1 and in 
view of such service and the provisions of the Bi-partite 
settlement between the Bank and All India State Baidt of 
India Stafi" Federation dated 27-10-1988, he became a 
protected worker and entitled for all the permanent 
absorption in the Buik and the Bank conducted interview 
for all the protected workers during 1990 and the selected 
persons were wait listed for permanent absorption in fiiture 
in the Bank‘s service and he was also interviewed and 
selected in the said interview and was included in the waiting 
list and as he was a :'?otected worker and was about to be 
observed, he was offered temporary appointment but his 
services were abruptly terminated w.e.f. 26-1-1998, without 
assigning any reason and he had performed his duties for 
more than 240 days in a calendar year and got the status of 
a permanent empl^ee, as per the provisions of Section 
25-B of the Act and in order to deprive him the benefits of 
regular employment, he was continued with arilflelal breaks 
in service and though posts were available, the party No, 1 
did not absorb him and the action of the party No, I in 
terminating his services amounts to retrenchment, but befbre 
the termination of his services, neither one month's notice 
nor one month's wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to him and as such, the action of 
terminating of his services is illegal, inoperative and invalid 
and as the mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Act 
were not complied wiUi, he is entitled fbr reinstatement in 
service with b^k wages and the action of the party No. J In 
terminating his services is arbitrary, capricious and unfair 
labour practice and he made representation to the Bank 
repeatedly for redressal of his grievances but without any 
result and the party^ No. I made appointments of fresh 
candidate in the post of messenger but he was not given 
employment, which was violation of the mandatory 
provisions of Section 25-H of the Act, The workman has 


prayed for declaring the action of the party No. i to be 
illegal and unlawful and to reinstate him in service wiUi 
continuity and back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the appointment of the workman was on daily 
wages basis depending upon the exigency of the work and 
for specific period and discontinuation of such engagement 
did not amount to retrenchment in terms of section 2(oo) of 
the Act and various settlements were entered into between 
the State Bank of India and Federation of SBI Unions and 
by virtue of such settlement and for any other reason, the 
workman did not become a protected worker and did not 
become entitle for permanent absorption in the Bank. The 
fiuther case of the party No. 1 is that the workman had been 
enlisted in the waiting list for absorption, but the said list 
lapsed on 31-3-1997, as per the terms of the settlcinciK 
dated 13-7-1996 and as such, the persons, whose turn wohUI 
not come by 31-3-1997 could not be considered i 
permanent absorption and in 1999. the workman had ' 

the dispute on the same facts and circumstances, which ;: 
the subject matter of the present dispute and tlie 
Government of India by its notification dated 20/24-1-2000, 
was pleased to not refer the dispute and the workman again 
approached the same forum for the same relief and once the 
matter has been finally decided by the Hon'Me Supreme 
Court, in 1998 (SLP No. 11886-11888 of 1998). nothing 
survives and the dispute is to be answered in its favour and 
seventeen temporary workmen raised the dispute before 
the ALC, Raipur, out of whom, four being satisfied with the 
Bank's reply, withdrew their claims and five other workman 
did not proceed against the Bank for one reason or tlte 
other and out of the remaining eight workmen, the ease of 
one workman. Shri Kamal Sonl was rejected by the 
Government an dispute of the rest seven workmen have 
been referred for adyudicatlon for the reasons known to the 
concerned authorities and as the initial engagement of the 
workman was purely on temporary basis and the purpose 
for which, the workman wos engaged was completed, tlie 
temtlnadon of his seiMces was Inevitable and the more r 
of completion of 240 days of work did not given die work?- .m 
the status of permanent employee within the meaning of 
Seetion-25-B of the Act and the workman was not given 
artificial breaks in service, and it did not adopt any unfair 
labour practice and the services of the workman were not 
terminated on 26-1 -1998 (wrongly mentioned as 5-2- 1998 m 
the written statement) and the workman was appoimeci 
temporarily fbr specific period and purpose and his sen.’ioes 
were terminated as per the appointment order and now. nc 
work is available for him and inview of the appointmen; 
order, there was no need to comply with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act and as such, its action cannui be 
said to be illegal and no fresh candidates were appo-:.. j 
by it as messenger and there was no violation of o 
provisions of Section 25-H of the Act and os sucli 
workman is not entitled for any relief, 
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4. In support of their respective claims, the parties 
have led oral evidence. The workman has examined himself 
as a witness in support of his claims. In his examination-in- 
chief, which is on affidavit, the workman has reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim. However, in his 
cross-examination he has admitted tliat liis appointment was 
temporary and he was appointed some time as a messenger 
and some time as a canteen boy and some time as a peon 
etc. 

5. One S.B. Agrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman worked 
with the party No. 1 w.e.f. 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of service and 
more than 240 days of continuous work in every calendar 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permanent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e.f. 31-12-1997, 
(should have been 26-1 -1998 as per statement of claim) 
without assigning any reason and the mandatory provisions 
of section 25-F of the Act w'ere not complied with and the 
the termination amounts to retrenchment and due to non- 
compliance of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, 
such retrenchment is illegal and as such, the workman is 
entitled for reinstatement with continuity of service and full 
back wages and after termination of the workman, the Bank 
made appointment of fresh candidates in the post of 
messenger but did not given employment to the workman 
and thus violated the provisions Sections 
25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules. In support the contentions, the 
learned advocate for the workman placed reliance on the 
decisions reported in AIR 1960 SC-762 (Swadesh Mittran 
Ltd. Vs. Their Workmen), 2010 (3) Mh. L. J. 537 (SC) (Ramesh 
Kumar Vs. State of Haryana), 2006(1) SC 545 (Workman of 
Bhurkhunda Colliery Vs. Management of Bhurkhunda 
Colliery), 2008 (3) Mh. LJ 660 (Shaymrao Vs. State) and 
many others. 

It was also submitted that the Bank has taken the 
shelter of bi-partite settlement, which was entered into by 
the Bank and Staff Federation and the workman is not a 
member of the said union and the said settlement is not 
favourable to the workman and as such, the workman is not 
bound by such settlements and the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

7. On tlieir other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that tlie workman w as appointed 
temporarily and he was duly considered by the party No. 1 
for permanent absorption in the bank, as per the settlements 
and as such, he was interviewed and was put in the waiting 
list and as the waiting list lapsed on 31 -3-1997. he has no 
right for permanent absorption or re-appointment and in 
OJCNo. 9039 of 1997 (G Madhavrao Vs. SB!) the Hon’ble 


Division Bench of Orissa High Court, while deciding the 
claim of some candidates whose names were in the waiting 
list of the Bank, for appointment, basing on the said list 
have held that the applicants have are not entitled to gel 
any relief when the selection list came to an end on 
31-3-1997 and against the said order, special leave application 
(Civil) No. CC 3081 of 1999, was filed before the Hon'ble 
Apex Court but the special leave petitions were dismissed 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court on merit and therefore, the 
workman is not entitled for any relief It was also submitted 
that as the engagement of the workman was purely on casual 
and temporary basis intermittently, due to administrative 
exigencies and need of work as messenger and was not as 
per procedure for permanent staff, his termination cannot 
be termed as retrenchment and in view of the decisions of 
the Hon’ble Apex Courts, even if it is found that the workman 
had completed more than 240 days of work, he is not entitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service and as such, 
he is not entitled for any relief. In support of tlie contentions, 
reliance has been placed on the decisions reponed in AIR 
1997 SC 3657 (Himanshii Kumar Vidhyarthi Vs. State of 
Bihar), AIR 1997 SC 3091 (Syndicate Bank Vs. SliankarPaul). 
2007 see (L&S) 163 (State of U.P. Vs. Deshraj), 2006 SCC 
(L&S) 753 (Secretary Stale of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi) and 
many others. 

Keeping in view the principles enunciated bv the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on which reliance lias been 
placed by the parties, now, the present case at hand is to be 
decided. 

8. So far the first contention that the workman was 
working from 1985 with the Bank continuously for more 
than 12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same as 
because, there was no such pleading in the statement of 
claim and as no evidence was adduced in support of the 
same. The workman has specifically pleaded that he worked 
from August 1995 to December 1997 and his senaces w ere 
terminated on 1-1-1998, In his evidence also, he has reiterated 
the same. Hence, the contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman cannot be accepted 

So far the contention regarding the non-applicaiioii 
of the settlements entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation to the present workman is concerned, it is 
pleaded by the workman that inview of the term of the bi¬ 
partite Settlement entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation, he became a protected worker and the Bank 
conducted interview for all the protected worker and 
selected him in the interview and his name was enlisted in 
the waiting list and the intention of the parties to the 
agreement was to absorb the waitlisted candidates 
permanently, When the workman himself has admitted 
about the settlements and by virtue of such settlements, 
his name to be enlisted in the waiting list, there is no force 
in the contention that the settlements are not binding on 
the workman. 
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9. Admittedly the appointment of the workman was 
temporary. The workman has pleaded such facts in his 
statement of claim. In view of the lapse of the waiting list 
prepared by the Bank on 31-3-1997 the workman is not 
entitled to claim appointment or reinstatement in service on 
the basis of such list, as the said question has already been 
set at rest by the decision of the Hon’ble Orissa High Court 
and the Hon’ble Apex Court as mentioned above. 


10. However, the claim of the workman in this case is 
not based on the waiting list prepared by the Bank. 
According to the claim of the workman, he was appointed 
temporarily in August 1995 and continue till December 1997 
and as he had completed more than 240 days of continuous 
work in a calendar year, the termination of his services 
without following the mandatory provision of Section 
25-F of the Act is illegal and for that he is entitled for 
reinstatement in service. 


same would come to an end, when it is discontinued 
and a temporary employee has no right to claim to be 
made permanent and on expiry of the term of his 
appointment, he do not entitled for reinstatement in 
service. 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Courts to the present case at hand, it is found that the 
provisions of Section 25-F are not applicable to this case as 
from the documents filed by the workman show that his 
appointment was coming to an end at the end of the contract 
and as such, the workman lias no right to claim reinstatement 
in service. 

12. There is also no legal evidence on record to show 
that freshers were appointed as messengers by the parly 
No. 1, after the termination of the services of the workman 
and the workman was not given employment and as such, 
it cannot be held that there was violation of the provisions 
of Sections 25-G and 25-H of Act and Rule 77 of the Rules. 
Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the Dy. General Manager, State Bank 
of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services of 
Shri Bhai> arain Vishwakarma, Ex-messenger, is legal 
and justified. The workman is not entitled for any 
relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding OCTiccr 
19 2011 

2535.— 1947 (1947 

14) ^IKl 17 ^ 

31/2005) ^ t, ^ 777^ ^ 

19-8-2011 TirTTfaTT KIT I 

[71. 1201 2/282/2004-3TT| am (^-l) ] 

T^TT 1^, 

New Delhi, the 19lh August, 2011 

S.O. 2535.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenuncnt hercb\ piiblislics (lie Award (Ref No. 3 1/200.5) 
of the Central Govt. 1 ndus T ribunal-cuin-Labour Court, Jjiipur 
as shown in thc.Aniie\urc in the industrial dispute between 
the management of State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur and (heir 
workman, which was rccci\ cd bv the Central Government 
on 19-8-2011. 

[No. L-12()l2/282/2(X)4-lR(B-l)t 
RAMESH SINGH. Desk Otficcr 


The party No. 1 has denied the claim of the workman. 

11. Perused the record including the statement of 
claim, written statement, oral and documentary evidence 
adduced by the parties and written notes of arguments. It is 
the admitted case of the workman that he was appointed 
temporarily. The documents filed by the workman show 
tliat he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman was appointed by following due procedure of 
appointment applicable to the Bank. So it is clear from the 
evidence that the workman was working on casual basis as 
a temporary messenger. 

On perusal of the documents filed by the workman 
it is found that the appointment of the workman was 
purely on temporary basis for a specific period and his 
re-appointment on fresh basis from time to time on the 
basis of specific order. It is also found from the documents 
that in the orders for temporary appointment, specific 
condition has been mentioned that the appointment to 
be purely temporary in nature due to exigency of work 
and need of the Bank and the workman would not be 
entitled to claim permanent employment and the workman 
accepting the condition had worked with party No. 1. It 
is also found from the documents that the temporary 
appointment was made by the Branch Manager of the 
Bank. 

It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court m 
a number of decisions including the decision of the 
Constitutional Bench reported in AIR 2006 SC-1806 
(Secretary, State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi 
and Others) that unless the appointment is in terms of 
the relevant rules and after a proper competition among 
qualified persons, the same would not confer any right 
on the appointee and if it is a contractual appointment, 
the appointment comes to an end at the end of the 
contract and if the appointment is on casual basis, the 





6692 


THEGAZETIEQFINDIA; SEFTEMBER 17.2011/BHADRA26,1933 


[PartII—SEC. 3(ii)J 


ANNEXURE 

CENIKAL GOVERNMENT INDUSHOAL 
TRIBIINAL<TJAtLABOURCX>URT, JAIPUR 

PRESENT: 

N. K. Purohit, Presiding Officer 

LD. No. 31/2005 

Reference No. L-12012/282/2004/IR(B-I) 
dated 21-3-2005 

Sh. Shaidcer Lai Nagar, 

S/o Sh. Kanhiyalal, 

C/o Secretary, Hind Mazdoor Sabha, 

Bengali Colony, Chhawani, Kota (Raj.) 

V/s 

1. The Branch Manager, 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, 

Gandhi Chowk, Kota City Branch, 

Kota (Raj.) 

2. The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, 

Tilak Marg, Jaipur (Raj.) 

AWARD 

Dated: 19-7-2011 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause (d) of Sub-section 1 & 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred the 
following industrial dispute to this tribunal for adjudication 
which is as under : 

“Whether the contention of the worianan Shii Shanker 
Lai Nagar that he has worked continuously for more 
than 240 days in consecutive 12 months during the 
period from 10-7-2000 to 17-4-2004 is 
correct ? If yes, whether the action of the Branch 
Manager, State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Kota City 
Branch, Gandhi Chowk, Kota (Raj.) in terminating the 
service of the workman w.e.f 19-4-2004 is legal & 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is entitled 
to and from which date ?” 

2. The workman has pleaded in his statement of claim 
tlial he was employed for filling water, cleaning & performing 
work pertaining to class IV employee at Gandhi Chowk 
Branch, Kota. He has further pleaded that he had worked 
continuously for more than 240 days during period 
10-7-2000 to 17-4-2004 but his services were terminated in 
violation of Section 25 -F of the I.D. Act. He lias also pleaded 
that at the time of his tennination the junior persons to him 
w ere retained by the management in conUavention of Section 
25-G of the I.D. Act. It is alleged that subsequent to his 
termination a fresh hand named Sh. Sumant Mangal was 
engaged by the non-applicant management in violation of 
Section 25-H of the Act. Thus, the workman has prayed for 


his reinstatement with back wages & other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The management in its reply while denying the claim 
of the workman contended that the workman had 
occasionally worked as water supplier on fixed rate on the 
basis of oral contract. He was never appointed by the bank 
on any post & employer & employee relation never existed. 
The provisions of Section 2(oo) & provisions of Section 25- 
F, G & H are not applicable in this matter. 

4. In rejoinder, apart from reiterating his earlier 
averments made in his claim statement, it has further been 
pleaded that payments were made to him directly by the 
non-applicant & subsequent to his termination Sh. Vjay 
Singh was engaged in his plac’ 

5. On the basis of rival pleadings of both the sides 
following points for determjik tion were made . 

Points for determination: 

L Whether the workman was employed on 
10-7-2000 as a 4;h Class by the non-applicant 
management, who continuously worked and 
whose service was tenuinated on 19-4-2004 in 
violation of Section 25-F of the Act ? BOA 

H. Whether at the time of terminating the service of 
the workman the junior persons to him were 
retained by the management in contravention of 
Section 25-G of the Act? BOA 

in. Whether subsequent to the termination of the 
workman, a fi:esh hand named Sh. Sumant Mangal 
was engaged by the non-applicant management 
in violation of Section 25-H of the Act ? BOA 

IV Relief, if any. 

6. In evidence the workman has submitted his aflldn it 
who was cross-examined by the representative on behalf of 
the management. On behalf of the management counter 
affidavit of Sh. M.M. Maheshwari, Branch Manager has been 
placed on record but at the stage of cross-examination on 
his affidavit an application was mov'^ed by the representali\ e 
on behalf of the workman that he did not want to represent 
the workman. Thus, the workman sought time for filing 
authority letter in favour of another representative to 
represent him. Again he sought time on next date. Tlierefore. 
case was posted on 11-5-11 but on said date none appeared 
on behalf of the workman. Thus, in above factual backdrop 
management witness could not be cross examined & tlic 
case was reserved for passing award. 

7. Both the sides hav^e produced record in support of 
their respective case. 

8. None present on behalf of both the parties. 1 lun c 
scanned the record. The point wise discussion follow s as 
under: 
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Point No. I 

9. The workman has stated in his affidavit thM he was 
employed on 10-7-2000 for filling water, cleaning & 
performing work relating to class 4th employees & he used 
to work for 8 to 9 hours. He has further stated that he had 
worked for more than 240 days during period from 
17-2-2000 to 19-4-2004 despite this his services were 
terminated on 19-4-04 without any notice or compensation 
in lieu of notice. 

10. The management witness Sh. MM Mahewaii has 
stated in his counter affidavit that the workman was never 
engaged on any post. He had worked only for supplying 
water on contractual basis & the workman had received the 
amount for supplying water without any objection. He had 
never performed any work of class IV employee & he had 
not worked for 240 days during any calendar year. 

11 -The management has produced Ex. M-1 to Ex. M- 
138 documents. Ex. M-l to Ex. M-134 which are photo copies 
of payment vouchers of different dates along with 
applications submitted by the workman for payment during 
period 6-9-2000 to 26-4-2004. Ex. M-135 is a photocopy of 
petty charge/cash Register for the period 2-2-01 to 
29-4-04. Ex. M-136 & M-137 are photo copies of Identity 
card & Rashan card of the applicant which have been 
produced to show that in the year 2000 the age of the 
workman was below 18 years. Ex. M-138 is the copy of the 
application dated 24-3-04 said to be submitted by the 
applicant for granting bank loan. 

12. The workman in his cross-examination has admitted 
tliat Ex. M-1 to Ex-M-134 bear his signature & these payment 
vouchers were prepared on the basis of liis applications 
submitted by him for payment pertaining to supply of water 
& payments were made to him by vouchers. 

13. To attract the provisions of Section 25(F) of l.D. 
Act one of the condition required is that the workman is 
employed in any industry for a continuous period which 
would not be less than one year. Under sub-clause (1) of the 
section 25(B), if a wKirkinan has put in uninterrupted service 
of establishment including the service which may intermpted 
on account of sickness, authorize leave, accident, a strike 
which is not illegal, a lock out or cessation of work that is 
not due to any fault on the part of tlie workman shall be said 
to be in continuous service for one year i.e. 12 months in 
respect of number of days he has actually worked with 
interrupted serv'ice permissible under sub-section (1) of 
Section 25(B). 

14 It is not the case of the applicant that he was in 
continuous serv'ice of the non-applicant for one year within 
the meaning of sub-section (I) of Section 25(B) of the l.D. 
Act. He has never contended that he was regularly employed 
with the non-applicant establishment for one year to claim 
the uninterrupted period of service as required under Section 
25(B)(1) of the Act. 


15. Thus, the scope of enquiry is now confined to 
only 12 months preceding the date of termination to consider 
the questions whether the case of the applicant fells under 
sub-section (2) of section 25(B) & attract the provisions 
under section 25(F) of l.D. Act. Section 25(B)(2) says that 
even if a workman has not been in continuous service for a 
period of one year as envisaged under sub-section (1) of 
25(B) of l.D. Act, he shall be deemed to have been in such 
continuous service for a period of one year if he has actually 
worked under the employer for 240 days in preceding period 
of twelve month from the date of his termination. 

16. As per the documents Ex. M-l to Ex. M-138 
produced by the management the working days of the 
workman during period 6-9-2000 to 26-4-2004 are as 


under: 

Year 

No. of working days 

2000 

64 days (Ex. M-1 to M-10) 

2001 

164 days (Ex. 11 to Ex. 39) 

2002 

241 days (Ex. 40 to Ex. 80) 

2003 

213 days (Ex. 81 to Ex. 118) 

2m 

91 days (Ex. 119 to Ex. 134) 


17. Thus, it is evident fix)m the documents Ex. M-40 to 
Ex. M-80 pertaining to year2002 that the woikman had woriced 
for more than 240 days during the said calendar year. 

18. It is also evident from the documents Ex, M-90 to 
Ex. M-134 pertaining to period from 26-5-03 to 17-4-04 that 
the workman had worked for 257 days during preceding 12 
months from the date of his termination i.e. 19-4-04. 

19. The workman has produced certain photocopies 
of the applications submitted by him for payment & copies 
of the Xerox & photcopy center etc. which show that he 
used to deliver dak & performing other woik relating to class 
IV employee. 

20. Thus, from the material brought on record, it is 
established that the workman had worked as daily wager in 
the (jandhi Chowk Branch of the Bank at Kota for more than 
240 days in the calendar year 2001 & also during preceding 
12 months from the date of his termination. 

21. Admittedly, neither notice nor compensation in 
lieu of notice was serv ed to the workman in compliance of 
Section 25-F of the l.D. Act, therefore, this point is decided 
in favour of the workman. 

Point No. n 

22. In para 8 of the claim statement there is simply bald 
allegations that at the time of termination junior to the 
workman were retained in violation of section 25-H of the 
l.D. Act but the workman had not named any such person. 
Moreover, he has not stated anything in his affidavit in 
support of his pleading. Therefore, the workman has failed 
to establish that tlie time of his termination any junior was 
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retained in violation of section 25-H of the I.D. Act. 
Resultantly, this point is decided against the workman. 

Point No. in 

23. The workman has stated in his affidavit that 
subsequent to his termination Sh. Sumant Mangal & Sh. 
Vljay Singh w ere employed by the management witliout any 
offer of re-employment to him but in claim statement he has 
not named Sh. Vijay Singh. In rejoinder, it lias been pleaded 
that Sh. Vijay Singh was employed by the management 
without any offer of re-employment. Thus, on this point 
there is material contradiction in pleadings of the claim 
statement & rejoinder. Moreover, the workman has not 
adduced any document in support of his statement. His oral 
evidence on this point does not inspire confidence & cannot 
be relied upon. The workman has failed to establish that 
subsequent to his termination fresh hands were eniplo.ved 
by the management in violation of section 25-G of the I.D. 
Act. Therefore, this point is also decided against the 
workman. 

Point No. rv 

24. On account of tlie decision on point No. I in favour 
of tile workman, his claim deserves to be allowed & it is held 
that action of the management in terminating the seivice of 
the workman is not legal & justified being in violation of 
section 25-F of the ID. Act. 

25. In 2008(1) SCO L&S 264 Hon^le Ape.x Court lias 
observ'ed : 

“Whereas at one point of time, reinstatement of the 
respondent with full back wages used to be 
automatically granted, but keeping in view several 
other factors and in particular the doctrine of public 
employment and involvement of the public money, 
a change in the said trend is now found in the recent 
decisions of the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court 
in a large number of decisions in the matter of grant 
of relief of the kind, distinguished between a daily 
wager who does not hold a post and a permanent 
employee.” 

26. In present matter, while giving relief this fact 
cannot be ignored that the workman was working as a 
daily wager only. The nature of job, the period during 
which he had worked & having regard all the facts & 
circumstances in the case instead of reinstating him the 
interest of justice will be sub-served by paying 
compensation to the workman instead & in place of relief 
of reinstatement in service. 

27. In the result, the reference is answered in the favour 
of workman & it is held tliat the action of the Branch Manager, 
State Bank of Bikaner & Jaipur, Kota City Branch, Gandhi 
Chowk, Kota in terminating the service of the woikman Sh. 
Shanker Lai is not justified & legal. He is entitled to get an 
amount of Fifteen Thousand as compensation from the Bank 
which will be payable to him within eight weeks from the 


date of publication of award failing which the saic ainouni 
would carry' the interest @ 8% per annum. 

28. Award as above. 

N.K. PUROHJT, Presiding Ofliccr 
19 3TTO, 2011 

2536.—, 1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ Writ 7^ 

^ 11 5/2003 ) 

^ 3rq7lfttid qRcfl k ^ 19-8-2011 ^ 

^31T I 

[U ^-12012/322/2002-3311 3TR (4t-|)] 
7R7T 

New Delhi, the 19th August. 2011 

S.O. 2536.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Cent nil 
Government hereby publishes the Av\ard (Ref No. 115/ 
2003) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-LabourCoun. 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the management of State Bank of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 19-8-2011. 

[No. L-12012/322/2(X)2-IR(B-l)) 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.P.CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER,CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 



Case No. CGfT/NGP/115/2(X)3 

Dated09-08-2011 

Party No. I 

: The Dy. General Manager. 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office. 
Shankar Nagpur, Raipur (CG)-4920{) I 


Versus 

Party No. 2 

: ShriDeoKumarDevvangan, 

S/o Shri Motilal Dewangan, Govl. 
Primaiy' School, Behind Changhore 
Bliata, Ring Road, No. I, P.O.: 
Sundemagar, Raipur (CG)^92001 


AWARD 


(Dated '. 09th August. 2011) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act ‘ in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the State Bank of India and their workman. 
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Shri Deo Kumar Dewangan, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-l2012/322/2002-IR(B-I) dated 9-4-2003, with the 
following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Dy. Manager, State Bank 
of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services of 
Shri Deo Kunar Dewangan, S/o Shri Motilal Dewangan, 
Ex-Messenger is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled for ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to the 
parties for filing of their respective stetement of claim and 
written statement, in response to which, the workman Shri 
Deo Kumar Dewangan (“the workman” in short) filed the 
statement of claim and the management of the State Bank of 
India, Raipur (“the party No. 1” in short) filed the written 
statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
temporarily in the post of Messenger from 23-08-1995 to 
4-2-1998 continuously and in view of such service and the 
provisions of the Bi-Partite Settlement between the Bank 
and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation dated 
27-10-1988, he became a protected worker and entitled for 
permanent absorption in the Bank and the Bank conducted 
interview for all the protected workers during 1990 and the 
selected persons were wait listed for permanent absorption 
in future in the Bank’s service and he was also interviewed 
and selected in the said interview and was included in the 
waiting list and as he was a protected worker and was about 
to be observed, he was offered temporaiy appointment but 
liis services were abruptly terminated w.e.f 5-2-1998, witliout 
assigning any reason and he liad performed his duties for 
more than 240 days in a calendar year and got the status of 
a permanent employee, as per the provisions of section 
25-B of the Act and in order to deprive him the benefits of 
r^-gular employment, he was continued with artificial breaks 
in service and though posts were available, the party No. 1 
did not absorb him and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating his services amoimts to retrenchment, but before 
the termination of his services, neither one month’s notice 
nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to him and as such, the action of 
terminating his services is illegal, inoperative and invalid 
and as the mandatory provisions of section 25-F of the Act 
were not complied with, he is entitled for reinstatement in 
service with back wages and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating his services is arbitrary, capricious and unfair 
labour practice and he made representation to the Bank 
repeatedly for redressal of his grievances but without any 
result and the party No. 1 made appointments of fresh 
candidates in the post of Messenger but he was not given 
employment, which was violation of the mandatory’ 
provisions of section 25-H of the Act. The workman has 
prayed for declaring the action of the party No. 1 to be illegal 
and unlawful and to reinstate him in service with continuity 
and back wages. 


3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the appointment of the workman was on daily 
wages basis depending upon the exigency of the work and 
for specific period and discontinuation of such engagement 
did not amount to retrenchment in terms of section 2(oo) of 
the Act and various settlements were entered into between 
the State Bank of India and Federation of SBI unions and by 
virtue of such settlement and for any other reason, the 
workman did not become a protected worker and did not 
become entitle for permanent absorption in the Bank. The 
further case of the party No. 1 is that the workman had been 
enlisted in the waiting list for absorption, but the said list 
lapsed on 31 -3-1997, as per the terms of the Settlement dated 
13-7-1996 and as such, the persons, whose turn could not 
come by 31-3-1997 could not be considered for permanent 
absorption and in 1999, the workman had raised the dispute 
on the same facts and circumstances, which are the subject 
matter of the present dispute and the Government of India 
by its notification dated 20/24-1-2000, was pleased to not 
refer the dispute and the workman again approached the 
same forum for the same relief and once the matter has been 
finally decided by tlie Hon’ble Supreme Court, in 1998 (SLP 
No. 11886—11888 of 1998), nothing survives and tlie dispute 
is to be answered in its favour and seventeen temporary 
workmen raised the dispute before the ALC, Raipur, out of 
whom, four being satisfied with the Bank’s reply, withdrew 
their claims and five other workinren did not proceed against 
the Bank for one reason or the otlier and out of the remaini ng 
eight workmen, the case of one workman, Shri Kamal Soni 
was rejected by the Government and dispute of the rest 
seven workmen have been referred for adjudication for the 
reasons known to the concerned auUiorities and as the initial 
engagement of the workman was purely on temporary basis 
and the purpose for which, the workman was engaged was 
completed, the termination of his services was inevitable 
and the more fact of completion of 240 days of work did not 
given the woikman the status of permanent employee within 
the meaning of section-25-B- of the Act and the workman 
was not given artificial breaks in service, and it did not 
adopt any unfair labour practice and the services of the 
workman were not tenninated on 5-2-1998 and the workman 
was appointed temporarily for specific period and purpose 
and his services were terminated as per the appointment 
order and now no work is available for him and inview’ of the 
appointment order, there was no need to comply with the 
prov ions of section 25-F of the Act and as such, its action 
cannot be said to be illegal and no fresh candidates were 
appointed by it as Messenger and there was no violation of 
the provisions of section 25-H of the Act and as such, the 
workman is not entitled for any relief 

4. In support of their respective claims, the parties 
have led oral evidence. Tlie workman has examined himself 
as a witness in support of his claims. In his examination-in¬ 
chief, which is on affidavit, the workman has reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim. How ev er. in his 
cross-examination he has admitted that liis appointment w as 
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temporary and he was appointed sometime as a messenger 
and sometime as a canteen boy and sometime as a peon etc. 

5. One S.B. Aggrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence, 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that tlie workman worked 
with the party No. 1 we.f. 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of service and 
more than 240 days of continuous work in every calendar 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permanent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e.f. 31-12-1997, 
(wliieh should have been 5-2-1998 as per statement of claim) 
without assigning any reason and the mandatoiy' provisions 
of section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and the 
termination amounts to retrenchment and due to non- 
compliance of the provisions of Section 25-F of the Act, 
such retrenchment is illegal and as such, the workman is 
entitled for reinstatement with continuity of service and full 
back wages and after termination of the workman, tlie Bank 
made appointment of fresh candidates in ihe post of 
messenger but did not give employment to the workman 
and thus violated the provisions Sections 25-G and 25-H of 
the Act and Rule 77 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules. 
In support the contentions, the learned advocate for the 
workman placed reliance on the decisions reported in AIR 
1960 SC 762 (Swadesh Mittran Ltd, Vs, their Workmen). 
2010 (3) Mh, L.J. 537 (SC) (Ramesh Kumar Vs. State of 
Haryana), 2006(1) SC 549 (Workman of Bhurklmnda Colliery 
Vs, Management of Bhurkhunda Collieiy), 2008 (3) Mh, LJ 
660 (Sltaymrao Vs, State) and many OUiers. 

It was also submitted that the Bank has taken the 
shelter of Bi-partlte Settlement, which was entered into by 
the Bank and Staff Federation and the workman is not a 
member of the said union and the said settlement is not 
favourable to the workman and as such, the workman is not 
bound by such settlements and the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages. 

7. On the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1 that the workman w as appointed 
temporarily and he was duly considered by the party no. 1 
for permanent absorption in the bank, as per the settlements 
and as such, he was interviewed and w^as put in the waiting 
list and as the waiting list lapsed on 31-3-1997, he has no 
right for permanent absorption or re-appoinimeni and in 
OJCNo, 9039ofI997(G Madhavrao Vs. SBI) theHon’ble 
Division Bench of Orissa High Court, while deciding the 
claim of some candidates whose names were in the wailing 
list of the Bank, for appointment, basing on the said list 
have held that the applicants are not entitled to get any 
relief when the selection list came to an end on 31-3-1997 
and against the said order, special leave application (Civil) 
No, CC 3081 of 1999. was filed before the Hon’ble Apex 
Court but the special leave petitions were dismissed b>' (he 


Hon’ble Apex Court on merit and therefore, the workman is 
not entitled for any relief. It was also submitted that as the 
engagement of the workman was purely on casual and 
temporary basis intermittently, due to administrative 
exigencies and need of work as messenger and was not as 
per procedure for permanent staff, his termination cannot 
be termed as retrenchment and in view of the decisions of 
the Hon’ble Apex Courts, even if it is found tliat the workman 
had completed more than 240 days of work, he is not entitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service and as such, lie 
is not entitled for any relief In support of the contentions, 
reliance has been placed on the decisions reported in AIR 
1997 SC 3657 (Hiinanshu Kumar Vidliyatlii Vs. State of Biliar), 
AIR 1997 SC 3091 (Syndicate Bank Vs. Shankar Paul). 2007 
see (L&S) 163 (State of UP, Vs. Dcsliraj), 2006 SCC (l.&S) 
753 (Secretary State of Karnataka Vs. Uniadevi) and many 
others. 

Keeping in view tlic principles cnunicalcd b> the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on wliich reliance has been 
placed by the parties, now. the present case at hand is lo be 
decided. 

8, So far the first contention that the workman wa.s 
working from 1985 witli the Bank continuously for more than 
12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same as because, 
there was no such pleading in the statement ofclaim and as 
no evidence was adduced in support of tlic same The 
workman has specifically pleaded that he worked from 
August 1995 to December 1997 and his services \\ere 
tenninatedon 1-1-1998. In lusex idencealso, he lias reilcrated 
the same. Hence, the contenlion raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman cannot be accepted. 

So far the contention regarding the non-applicaliun 
of the settlements entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation to the present workman is concecined. it is 
pleaded by the workman that in \iew of (lie term ofthc Bi¬ 
partite Settlement entered into by tlie Bank and the 
Federation, he became a protected worker atid the Bank 
conducted interview for all the protected workers and 
selected him in the inleixiew and his name was enlisted in 
the waiting list and the intent ion of the parties lo the 
agreement was lo absorb the waitlisted candidates 
permanently. Wltenthe woikman himself has adnulled about 
the settlements and by virtue of such settlements, his name 
to be enlisted in the waiting list, (licre is no force in itie 
contention that the scitlemcnts are not binding on the 
w’orkman. 

9. Admittedly, the appointment of (he workman was 
leniporaiy. The w^orkinan has pleaded such facts ui Ins 
statement of claim. In view' of the lapse of the wading list 
prepared by the Bank on 31-3-1997 the workman is not 
entitled to claim appointment or icinstalnicnl in sen ice on 
the basis of such list, as the said qLieslion lias airead\ been 
set at rest by the decision ofthc HoiTblc Orissa 1 ligli ('omi 
and the Hon’ble Apex Court as inentioned above 
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10. However, the claim of the woikman inthis case is 
not based on the waiting listpiepaied by the Baok.Acoordiiig 
to the claimof the woriunan, he was appointed temporarily 
in August 1995 and continue till 4*2-1998 and as he had 
completed more than 240 days of continuous work in a 
calendar year, the termination of his services without 
following the mandatory provision of the Section 
25-F of the Act is illegal and for that he is entitled for 
reinstatement in service. 

The party No. 1 has denied the claim of the workman. 

11. Perused the record included the statement of claim, 
written statement, oral and documentary evidence Educed 
by the parties and written notes of arguments. It is the 
admitted case of the workman that he was appointed 
tempoiarify. The documents filed by the woikman show that 
he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman was appointed by following due procedure of 
appointment applicable to the Bank. So it is clear from the 
evidence that the workman was working on casual basis as 
a temporary messenger. 

On perusal of the documents filed by the woikman it is 
found that the appointment of the workman was iMirely on 
temporary basis for a specific period and his re-appointment 
on fresh basis from time to time on the basis of specific 
order. It is also found from the documents that in the orders 
for temporary appointment, specific condition has been 
mentioned that the appointment to be purely temporary in 
nature due to exigency of work and need of the Bank and the 
workman would not be entitled to claim permanent 
employment and the woikman accepting the condition had 
worked with party No. 1. It is also found from the documents 
that the temporary appointment was made by the Branch 
Manager of the Bank. 

It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions including in the decision of the 
constitutional Bench reported in AIR 2006 SC-1806 
(Secretar>' State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi and 
Others) that unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
mles and after a proper competition among qualified persons, 
the same would not confer any right on the appointee and 
if it is a contractual appointment, the appointment comes to 
an end at the end of the contract and if the appointment is 
on casual basis, the same would come to an end, when it is 
discontinued and a temporary employee has no right to claim 
to be made permanent and on expiry of the term of his 
appointment, he do not entitled for reinstatement in service. 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Courts to the present case at hand, it is found that the 
provisions of section25-F are not applicable to this case as 
from the documents filed by the workman show that his 
appointment was coming to an end u the end of the contract 
and as such, the workman has no right to claim reinstatement 
in service. 


12. There is also no legal evidence on record to show 
that fiesh^ were appointed as messengers by the party 
No. 1, after tl^ termination of the services of the woriunan 
andtte workman was not given eiiq>loyinentaiid as such, it 
caimot be held that there was violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-G and 25-H of Act and Rule 77 of the Rules. 
Hence, it is ordered: 

ORmn 

The action of the Dy. Manager, State Bank of India, 
Raipur (CG) in terminating the services of Shri Deo 
Kumar Dewangan, S/o. Shri Motilal Dewangan, Ex¬ 
messenger is legal and justified. The woriunan is not 
entitled for any relief. 

J.P, CHAND, Presiding Officer 
19 2011 

2537.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 # WFK ^ 

--mqieiq, ^ 110/2003) 

^ y+lPvid t, -ait ^ 19-8-2011 ^ 

qj I 

[■a T^?T-12012/315/2002-2R1^ m (^-I)] 

afrfrjsFHt 

New Delhi, the 19th August, 2011 

S.0.2537.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
DispiUesAct, 1947 (14of1947), the Central Go^«rnIneIlthe^dy 
publishes the Award (Ref. No. 110/2003) of the (Central Govt. 
Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in tlie 
Annexure in the Industrial dispute between the mana^ment 
of State Bank of India aiKi their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 19-8-2011. 

(No L-12012/315/2002-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI CHAND,PRESIDING 
OFnCER,CGn^CI]M-LABOlJRCOlJin;NAGPlJR 

Case No. CGrr/NGP/110/2003 
Dated09-08-2011 

Party No. 1 : The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 

Shankar Nagpur, Raipur (CG)492001 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Dukhit Ram Patel, 

S/o Shri Baliram Patef 
Danteshwari Chowk, 

Behind Sahid Bhagat Singh School, 
Sarkari Kuwan Ke Peeche, 

PO; Pandri, Raipur (Chattisgarh) 


3360GI/2011—18 
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AWARD 

(Dated; 09th August, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Se«^on 10 of the 
Industrial Dispu^ Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) C‘the Act” in short), 
the Central Government has referredthe industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of the 
State Bai^ of India and their workman, Shri Dukhit Ram 
Patel, f(»r adfudication, as per letter No. L-12012/315/2002- 
n^-I) dated 2-5-2003, with the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the 
services of Shri Dukhit Ram Patel S/o Baliiam Patel is 
legal justified? If not, what relief is the workman 
entitlfisypr ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to the 
parties for filing of their respective statement of claim and 
written statement, in response to which, the workman Shri 
Dukhit Ram Patel (“the wcnkman” in short) filed the staternent 
of riaim and the management of the State Bank of India, 
Raipur C‘the party No. 1” in short) filed the written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
temporarily in the post of messenger fiom 29th August, 1995 
to December, 1997 intermittently and view of such service 
and the provisions of the Bi-partite settlement between the 
Bank and All India State Bank of India StafTFederation dated 
27-10-1988, he became a protected worker and entitled for 
permanent ^jssorpfion in the Bank and the Bank conduaed 
interview for all the protected workers during 1990 and the 
selected persons were wait listed for permanent absorption 
in future in the Bank’s service and he was also interviewed 
and selected in the said interview and was included in the 
waiting listandashewasa protected worker and was about 
to be observ^ he was offered temporary appointment but 
lus.s^[Vk«sv^tefp$^lg|^y^ 1-1-1998, without 

a§§jgning,^jreason and he had performed his duties for 
more ttiaA240 dgySrin a calendar year and got the status of 
a permanent et^loyee, as per the provisions of Section 
25-B of the Act and in order to deprive him the benefits of 
regular e^^Hdym!?o^i*he^was continued with artificial brealte 
in service asdlhough posts were available, the party No.' 1 
did not and the action of the party No. 1 in 

services amounts to retrenchment, but before 
'Itcterminafion of his services, neither one month’s notice 
nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to him and as such, the action of 
(erminoli^gof his services is illegal, inoperative and invalid 
andfi?^ mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Act 
vvere.ite^complied with, he is entitled for reinstatement in 
‘service with b^.wages and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating lusservices is arbitrary, capricious and unfair 
labour practice and he made representation to the Bank 
repeatedly for redressal of his grievances but without any 


result and the party No. 1 made appointments of fresh 
candidate in the post of messenger but he was not given 
employment, which was violation of the mandatory 
provisions of Section25-H of the Act. The woikman has 
prayed for declaring the action of the party No. 1 to be illegal 
and unlawful and to reinstate him in service with continuity 
and back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the appointment of the workman was on dmly 
wages basis depending i^n the exigency of the work and 
for specific period and discontinuation of such engagement 
did n(^ amount to retrenchment in terms of Section 2(oo) of 
the Act and various, settlements were entered into between 
the State Bank of India and Federation of SBI unions and by 
virtue of such settlement and for any other reason, the 
workman did not become a protected wprker and did not 
become entitle for permanent absorption in the Bank. The 
further case of the party No. 1 is that the workman had been 
enlisted in the wating list for absorption, but the said list 
lapsed on 31-3-1997, as per the terms of the s^ement dated 
13-7-1996 and as such, the persons, whose turn could not 
come by 31-3-1997 could not be considered for permanent 
absorption and in 1999, the workman had raised the dispute 
on the same facts and circumstances, which are the subject 
matter of the present dispute and the Government of India 
by its notification dated 20/24-1-2000, was pleased to not 
refer the dispute and the workman again approached the 
same forum for the same relief and once the matter has been 
finally decided by theHon’ble Supreme Court, in 1998 (SLP 
No. 11886-11888 of 1998), nothing survives and the dispute 
is to be answered in its favour and seventeen temporary 
workmen raised the dispute before the ALC, Raipur, out of 
whom, four being satisfied with the Bank’s reply, withdrew 
their claims and five others workman did not proceed against 
the Bank for one reason or the other and out of the remaining 
eight workmen, the case of one workman, Shri Kamal Soni 
was rejected by the Goverrunent and dispute of the rest 
seven workmen have been referred for adjudication for the 
reasons known to the concerned authorities and as the initial 
engagement of the workman was purely on temporary basis 
and the purpose for which, the workman was engaged was 
completed, the termination of his services was inevitable 
and the more fact of completion of240 d^s of work did not 
given the workman the status of permanent employee within 
the meaning of Section 25B of the Act and the workman was 
not given artificial breaks in service, and it did not adopt 
any unfair labour practice and the services of the workman 
were not terminated on 1-1-1998 (wrongly mentioned as 
5-2-1998 in the written statement) and the workman was 
appointed temporarily for specific period and purpose and 
his services were terminated as per the appointment order 
and now, no work is available for him and in view of tlie 
appointment order, there was no need to comply with the 
provions of Section 25-F o£ the Act and as such, its act ion 
cannot be said to be illegal and no fresh candidates were 
appointed by it as messenger and there was no violation of 
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the provisions of Section 25-H of the Act and as such, the 
workman is not entitled for any relief 

4. In support of their respective claims, the parties 
have led oral evidence. The woiimian has examined hin^elf 
as a witness in su|q)ort of his claims. In his examination-in^ 
chief, which is on affidavit, the workman has reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim. However, in his 
cross-examination he has admitted that his appcHntment was 
temporary and he was appointed some time as a messenger 
and some time as a canteen boy and some time as a peon etc. 

5. One S.B. Agrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman worked 
with the party No. 1 w.e.f 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of service and 
more than 240 (toys of continuous work in every calendhr 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permaitent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e.f 31-12-1997, 
without assigning ary reason and the mandatory provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and the 
termination amounts to retrenchment and due to non- 
compliance of the pfXJvisions of Section 25-F of the Act, 
such retrenchment is ille^l and as such, the workman is 
entitled for reinstatement with continuity of service and foil 
back wages and afoer termination of the workman, the Bank 
made appointment of fresh candidates in the post of 
messenger but did not give employment to the workman 
and thus violated the provisions of Sections 25-G and 25-H 
of the Act and Rule 77 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules. In support the contentions, the learned adv<x:ate for 
the workman placed reliance on the decisions reported in 
AIR 1960 SC-762 (Swadesh Mittran Ltd. Vs. theirWorkraen), 
2010 (3) Mh. L.J. 537 (SC) (Ramesh Kumar Vs. State of 
Haryana), 2006(1) SC 545 (^^brkInanof Bhurkhuikla Colliery 
Vs. Management of Bhurkhunda Colliery), 2008 (3) Mh. LJ 
660 (Shyamrao Vs. State) and many others. 

It was also submitted that the Bank has trdcen the 
shelter of bi-partite settlement, which was ent^i^into by 
the Bank and Staff Federation and the workman is not a 
member of the said union and the said settlem^ is not 
favourable to the workman and as such, the wodonan is not 
bound by such settlements and the woritman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and foSl back wages. 

7. On ther other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the workman was ^)pointed 
temporarily and be was duly consictered ty the party No. 1 
for permanent absorption in the bank, as per the settlements 
and as such, he was interviewed and was put in the waiting 
list and as the waiting list lapsed on 31-3-1997, he has no 
right for permanent absorption or re-appointment and in 
OJC No. 9039 of 1997 (G Madhavrao Vs. SBI) the Hon’ble 
Division Bench ofOrissa High Court, while deciding the 


claim of some candidates whose names were in the waiting 
list of the Bank, for appointment, basing on the said list 
have held that the applicants are not entitled to get any 
relief when the selection list came to an end on 31-3-1997 
and against the said order, special leave application (Civil) 
No. CC 3081 of 1999, was filed before the Hon’ble Apex 
Court but the special leave petitions were dismissed by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court on merit and therefore, the workman is 
not entitled for any relief It was also submitted that as the 
engagement of the workman was purely on casual and 
temporary basis intermittently, due to administrative 
exigencies and need of work as messenger arid was not as 
pet procedure for permanent staff, his termination canrfot 
be termed as retrenchment and in view of the decisions of 
theIfon’bleApexCburts,evenifitisfouiul that the workman 
had completed more than 240 days of work, he is not entitled 
for regularization or reinstatement in service and as sUch, he 
is not entitled for arty relief In support of the contentions, 
reliance has been placed oh ffic decisions reported in AIR 
1997 SC 3657 (Hiit^nshuKoinar Vdhyarthi Vs Slate ofBiliarX 
AIR 1997 SC 3091 (Syndicate Bank Vs. Shankar Paul), 2007 
see (L&S) 163 (State of U.P. Vs. Deshiaj), 2006 SCC (L&S) 
753 (Secretary State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi) and many 
others. 

Keeping in view the principles enuheiated by the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on which reliance has been 
placed by the parties, now, the present case at hand is to be 
decided. 

8. So far the first cx)ntenti<m that the workman was 
working from 1985 with the Bank continuously for more tlian 
12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same as because, 
there was no such ple^ng in the statement of claim and as 
no evidence was adduced in support of the same. Tire 
workman has specifically pleaded that he worked from 
August 1995 to December 1997 and his services were 
terminated on 1-1-1998. In his evidence also, he has reiterated 
the same. Hence, the contention raised by the learned 
advocate for the workman cannot be accepted. 

So far the contention regarding the non-application 
of the settlements entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation to the present workman is concerned, it is pleaded 
by the workman that in view of the term of the bi-partUe 
settlement entered into by the Bank and the Federation, he 
became a protected worker and the Bank conducted 
interview for all the protected worker and selected him in the 
interview and his name was enlisted in the waiting list and 
the intention of the parties to the agreement was to absorb 
the waitlisted candidates permanently. When the workman 
himself has admitted about the settlements and by virtue of 
such settlements, his name to be enlistol in the waiting list, 
there is no force in the contention that the settlements are 
not binding on the workman. 

9. Admittedly the appointment of the workman was 
temporary for intermittent durations. The workman has 
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pleaded such facts in his statement of claim. In view of the 
lapse of the waiting list prepared by the Bank on 31 -3 -1997 
the workman is not entitled to claim appointment or 
reinstatement in service on the basis of such list, as the said 
question has already been set at rest by the decision of the 
Hon’ble Orissa High Court and the Hon’ble Apex Court as 
mentioned above. 

10. However, the claim of the workman in this case is 
not based on the waiting list prepared the Bank. According 
to the claim of the workman, he was appointed temporarily 
in August 1995 and continue till December, 1997 and as he 
had completed more than 240 days of continuous work in a 
calendar year, the termination of his services without 
following the mandatory provision of the Section 25-F of the 
Act is illegal and for that he is entitled for reinstatement in 
service. 

The party No. 1 has denied the claim of the workman. 

11. Perused the record included tlie statement of claim, 
written statement, oral and documentary evidence adduced 
by the parties and written notes of arguments. It is the 
admitted case of the workman that he was appointed 
temporarily. The documents filed by the workman show that 
he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman was appointed by following due procedure of 
appointment applicable to the Bank. So it is clear from the 
evidence tliat the workman was working on casual basis as 
a temporary messenger. 

On pemsal of the documents filed by the workman it is 
found that the appointment of the workman was purely on 
temporary basis for a specific period and his re-appointment 
on fresh basis from time to time on the basis of specific 
order. It is a.teo found from the documents that in the orders 
for temporary apjxiintment, specific condition has been 
mentioned that the appointment to be purely temporary in 
nature due to exigenc}^ of work and need of the Bank and tlie 
workman would not be entitled to claim permanent 
employment and the workman accepting the condition had 
v\ orked with party No. 1. It is also found from the documents 
that the temporary appointment was made by tlie Branch 
Manager of the Bank. 

It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions including the decision of the 
Constitutional Bench reported in AIR 2006 SC-1806 
(Secretary State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi and 
Others) that unless the appointment is in terms of the relevant 
mles arid after a proper competition among qualified persons, 
the same would not confer any right on the appointee and 
if it is a contractual appointment, the appointment comes to 
an end at the end of the contract and if the appointment is 
on casual basis, the same would come to an end, when it is 
discontinued and a temporary employee has no right to claim 
to be made permanent and on expiry of the term of his 
appointment, he do not entitled for reinstatement in service. 


Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Courts to the present case at hand, it is found tliat the 
provisions of Section25-F are not applicable to this case as 
from the documents filed by the workman show that his 
appointment was coming to an end at the end of the contract 
and as such, the workman has no right to claim reinstatement 
in service. 

Moreover, it is w'ell settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in number of decisions that the initial burden of proof is on 
the workman to shown that he completed 240 days of seiv icc 
in the preceding 12 months of the date of alleged termination 
and the onus of proof doesn’t shift to employer nor is the 
burden of proof on the workman discharged, merely beauise 
employer fails to prove a defence and filing of alfidavil of 
the workman to the effect t’ at he had worked for 240 day s 
continuously or that the workman had made repeated 
representation or raised do nands for reinstatement, is not 
sufficient evidence that ota discharge the said burden and 
other substantive evidence needs to be adduced to prove 
240 days continuous servio* 

In this case, the wor’in«m lias claimed that his services 
were terminated on 1“1-!<99S. So now, it is to be seen as to 
whether the workman lias been able to discharge the initial 
burden to show that he wo iked for 240 days in the preceding 
12 montlis of 1 -I -1998. In support of his claim, the workman 
besides filing his affidavit has filed documents in regard to 
his appointment and the said document have been marked 
as exhibits W-4 to W-15. The said documents show that the 
workman worked for 31 days, 28 days, 31 days, 30 days, 29 
days and 31 days in January; February; March. April. June 
and July of 1997 respectively. No document has been filed 
by the workman to show that he worked in May 1997 and 
after 31-7-1997 till 31-12-1997. The total working days in the 
preceding 12 montlis of 1-1 -1998 comes to 180 days. There is 
no other evidence on record to show that the workman 
completed 240 days of work in the preceding 12 months of 
I-1-1998. As tlie workman lias failed the discharge the initial 
burden that he worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 
months of 1-1-1998, the provisions of Section 25-F arc not 
applicable to this case. 

12. There is also no legal evidence on record to show 
that freshers were appointed as messengers by the parly 
No. 1, after the tennination of the services of the workman 
and the workman was not given employment and as such, it 
cannot be held that there was violation of the provisions of 
Sections 25-G and 25-H of Act and Rule 77 of tlie Rules 
Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the Dy. General Manager. State Bank 
of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the sen ices of 
Shri Dukhit Ram Patel S/o Sliri Bahrain Patel. Ex- 
Messenger is legal and justified. The workman is not 
entitled for any relief 


J.P CHAND. Presiding Olficer 
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New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2538.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Centra! 
Cjovemment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 33/93) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/309/92-IR (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXOiE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No.CGIT/LC/R/33/93 

PRESENT: 

Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan, Presiding Officer 

The Chief General Secretary, 

M.P. Koyala Khadan Mazdoor Panchayat, 

P.O. Junnardeo, 

Distt. Chhindwara (MP.) ... Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Kanhan Area of WCL, 

PO. Dungaria, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 4th day of August, 2011 

1, The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/309/92-IR (C-II) dated 
29-1-93 has re^'^irred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Western 
Coalfields Ltd. in relation to their Nandan Collierj' 
No. 1 in terminating the services of Shri Mehtab S/o 
Shhubi, General Mazdoor w.e.f 5-9-90 is justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled ?’’ 


2. The case of the Union/workman, in short, is that 
the workman was appointed on 3-11-1973 as wagon loader 
at Hirdagarh siding. He was transferred to Nandan Colliery 
on 12-12-1981 where he was working at Tub Loader. His 
wife became mentally sick. Later he also became sick and 
informed the management and was absent from duty. It is 
stated that a charge sheet was issued and enquiry was 
conducted against him. Since he was illiterate, he signed on 
all the enquiry papers. Subsequently, he reported on duty 
and was allowed to resume duty on 12-3-90 but in the 
meantime he was dismissed w.e.f 5-9-90. It is stated that he 
had not been given opportunity to defend himself nor was 
allowed to take the assistance of co-worker. It is submitted 
that the workman be reinstated with full back wages. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement to contest the reference. The case of the 
management, inter alia, is that admittedly the workman came 
on transfer from Hirdagarh siding on 12-12-1981 but he was 
irregular in his duties. He was absent w.e.f. 25-10-89 
continuously without any information unauthorizedly. He 
was charge sheeted on 16-2-90. On receipt of the charge 
sheet, he returned on duty and joined on 12-3-90 pending 
departmental enquiry. The workman appeared in the enquiry 
on 16-4-90 and intimated that he did not want the assistance 
of a co-worker. He admitted the charges. However the 
Enquiry Officer again gave him time to re-think but again he 
accepted the charges and signed over his statement. 
Thereafter tire Enquiry Officer submitted his enquiry report 
holding him guilty of the charges. The competent authority 
considering the entire facts passed the order dated 5-9-90 
of termination from service. It is stated tliat full opportunity 
was given to the workman to defend himself It is stated 
that if for any reason whatsoever the enquiry is held not 
proper, the management be given opportunity to prove 
misconduct in Court. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the 
following issues are framed ;— 

I. Whether the enquiry is just, proper and legal ’’ 

II. Whether the management is entitled to lead 
evidence before this Tribunal ? 

in. Whether the charges of misconduct are pro\ cd 
on the facts of the aise ? 

IV Whether the punishment awarded is proper and 
legal? 

V Relief and costs ? 

5. Issue No. 1: 

All the issues including this issue are taken up 
together as the Union/workman became subsequenti\ 
absent in the proceeding. Thereafter the then rribimnl 
proceeded the reference ex-partc against the IJniuii 
workman on i l-4-2(K)7. 
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6. Admittedly the workmaa participated io the 
departmental proceeding. The management has examined 
the Enquiiy C^cer, Shri RS. Deshpand^. He has proved 
the enquiry proceeding papers which is marked as E^dubit 
M/8. Ife h^ supported^ case of the management He has 
stated that on 16^-90, the workman was present in Ae 
proceeding. The charges were e?q>lained to him ^ he 
admitted the clmrges. However he had directed the 
management representative to lead evidence. The 
management representative adduced his evidence and had 
submitted that the workman was absent without intimation 
and permissiGn from 25-10>89 to 16«2-90 and his attendance 
from 1988 was also very poor. Thereafter the workman also 
gave his evidence that during the period, he was sick and 
could not inform the management. The workman had not 
produced ai^ documentary evidence regarding his sidmess 
or regarding his treatment during those period. This clearly 
shows that full opportunity was given to the woikman to 
defend himself and there was no violation of the principle 
of natural justice. Photocopy of the proceeding, which is 
marked as Exhibit M/8, shows that the workman participated 
in the departmental proceeding and admitted the charges of 
unauthorized absence. He had also declined to engage co- 
worker. The Management Representative had proved the 
misconduct in his evidence. It also shows that the worlanan 
had declined to cross-examine the management witness. 
Thus it is clear that the principle of natural justice rm 
followed and the woikman got the opportunity to defsnd 
him. I do not find any irregularity in the departmental enquuy. 
Accordingly, it is held that the departmental enquiry 
conducted by the management against the workman is legal 
and proper. This issue is accordingly decided. 

7. Issue Nos. n&m: 

On the basis of the discussion made above, it is clear 
that there was evidence in the departmental proceeding to 
prove the misconduct against the workman. Moreover the 
workman had himself admitted the charges in the 
proceeding. There is no other evidence in rebuttal of the 
evidence of the management. The workman had failed to 
justify his absence without seeking permission from the 
management. The management has also examined two 
witnesses namely Shri Parimal Mavawala and 
Shri Mnod Kumar Namdeo in Court to prove the misconduct. 
They have supported the case of the management that the 
workman was absent unauthorisedly. Thus it is clear that 
the misconduct of the workman appears to have been proved 
by the management and there is no need to prove misconduct 
in Court. Both the issues are decided in favour of the 
management. 

8. Issue Nos. fV & V: 

Considering the discussion and evidence on record, 
it appears that the attendance of the workman was very 
poor prior to his continuous absence unauthorisedly. I do 
not find any reason to interfere in the order of the 


pmushment passed by the management which appears to 
be just and proper. Accordingly, the reference is answered. 

9. In the result, the award is passed without any order 
to costs. 

10. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Oovanment of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as 
pennies. 

M(X)H. SHAKIR HAS^, Presiding Officer 
23 2011 

W. OT. 2539.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ Vm 17 ^ ^ 

^ 115/92) ^ 

23-8-2011 ^ 13tT riT I 

13:^-22012/485/91-3nf 3?R (#-II) j 
-St, aftterfi 

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2539.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herd)y publishes the award (Ref No. 115/92) 
of the Central Government Iixlustrial Tribunal- cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Aimexure in the 
fridustriai Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of SECL, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 23-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/485/91 -IR (C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

NaCGIT/LC/R/115/92 

PRESENT: 

Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan, Presiding Officer 

The Secretary, 

SKMS(Arruc), 

Qtr.No.B/72,UijaNagar, 

P.O; Jevra Project, 

Biltspur ... Workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

SECL, Laxman Project, 

P.O. Kusmunda Project, 

Distt. Bilaspur (M.P.) ,.. Management 







iw\ n—^ 3(u)] 


mu ^ TITO: ^mmn, 2011 /m 26,1933 


6703 


AmRD 

Passed on this 5th day of August, 2011 

1. The Government (tfIndia,Ministiy of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/485/91-IR (C-II) dated 
18-6-92 has referred the following diqnite for adjudication 
by this tribunal; 

“Whether the action of the manag^nent of Laxinan 
Project Open Cast Mine of SEQ.., Bilaspur is justified 
in not promoting S/Shii Aniiudh Singh l^o G N. Singh 
& Jang Bahadur S/oThakur Prasad, Dozer Operator 
Trainee in Or. I Cat ‘E’ w.e.f. January, 1990 ? If not, to 
what relief the workmen are entitled to ?“ 

2. The case of the UnionAvorkmen, in shrut, is that 
before joining SECL, the worionen were working in Balco 
Boxite Mines Amarkantak fiom 1972 to 1988 as HEMM 
Operator. They were recruited as HEMM Operator trainee 
in SECL vide order dated 29-11-88. After completion of one 
year training period, they were promotod/regularized to 
Dozer Operator Grade II in Category C Instead of 
Dozer Operator Grade I in Category B. It is stated that Shri 
Narendra Singh and others were r^uiarized as HEMM 
Operator Grade I in Cat^ory B after completion oftheir (me 
year training period. It is stated that there was discrimination 
without any reason. It is submitted that the management be 
directed to place them as HEMM Operator Grade I in 
Category B'w.e.f. January, 1990. 

3. The management appeared and contested the 
reference by filing Written Statement. The case of the 
managemera, inter alia, isth^ the workman Anirudh Singh 
was appointed as HEMM Operator (Trainee) on 14-2-89 
and Jangbahadur was appointed as HEMM Operator 
(Trainee) on 27-1-89. As per terms (rf appointment they did 
not complete their training for one year in January, 1990. As 
such the question of promotion/regularization w.e.f. January, 
1990 does not arise in terms of this reference, ft is stat^ 
that after completion ofthe training period of one year th^ 
were rightly placed at the entry point as Dozer Operator 
Grade n in Category C in the Cache Scheme. The next hi^ier 
grade post is Group B which is a promotional post. It is 
stated that the period served in Balco Boxite Mine cannot 
be considered for regularization after training. Thus the 
action of the management is justified and the reference be, 
accordingly, answered. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of the parties, the 
following issues are settled for adjudication :— 

L Whether the action of the management in not 
promoting the workman in Grade II Category B 
w.e.f January, 1990.isjustifiwl? 

II To what relief, the workmen are entitled ?” 

5. Issue No, 1 

It is evident from the pleadings of both the parties, 
the following facts are admitted facts;— 


L The workmen Shri Anirudh Singh and 
Shri Jangbahadur were tq)pointed as HEMM 
Operator trainee on 14-2-89 and 27-1-89 
respertively. 

1 The terms ofappointment as in the appointment 
letters, which are marked as Exhibit W/1 and 
Exhibit W/la are reproduced as under— 

“Para 2: 'Hte period of training shall be one year 
which may vary at the discretion of the 
management During the period of training, your 
services are liable to be discontinued without 
assigning any reason. 

Para 4: On satis&ctoiy completion of the training, 
your tq^intment in regular scale of pay under 
National Coal Wage Agreement will be 
considered. On appointment, you will be on 
probation for a period of 6 (six) months which is 
liable to be extended at the discretion of the 
company.” 

3. The period of training ofone year of the workmen 
Anirudh and Jangbahadur was completed on 
14-2-89 and 27-1 -89 respectively. 

4. They had been promoted/regularized after 
oompl^on of one year training as Dozer Operator 
Grade If (Category ‘C’ vide order dated 24-8-90. 

6. According to the management, the period of training 
was completed of Shri Jangbahadur on 27-1-90 and of Shri 
Anirudh Singh on 24-2-90. As such the promotion/ 
regularization w.e.f January, 1990 was not tenable. It is urged 
onbdialf ofthe learned counsel for the management that in 
this view the reference which is to be answered appears to 
be not maintainable. It is clear from the admitted facts that 
as per appointment letters issued to the workmen their period 
of training was one year. They joined on 24-2-89 and 27-1- 
89 respectively and they had to be regularized after one 
year and therefore the question of regularization/promotion 
in any cadre before completion of training period did not 
arise. This shows that the workmen were not entitled to be 
promoted in the cadre w.e.f January, 1990. 

7. However, the parties have adduced evidence in the 
case. Now let us examine the evidence adduced by them. 
The Union has examined Shri Deoraj in the case. He has 
admitted that these workmen were appointed as trainees 
and their period of training was completed on 14-2-90 and 
27-1-90. He has also stated that after completion of training 
they had been regularized in Category C on 14-2-90 and 
27-1-90 vide letter dated 24-8-90. He \ks further stated that 
similarly Shri C^ba, Maganlai and 22 others were regularized 
in Category B after training of one year but he has admitted 
in his «.;vidence they were senior to these workmen. This 
shows that after their appointment as trainee none was 
granted Category B after training. It is not disputed tltat 
Dozer Operator Grade 11 Category C is the entry point in the 





6704 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: SEPTEMBER 17,2011/BHADRA 26,1933 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)l 


Cadre Scheme. This shows that there was no illegality nor 
any junior was given any higher grade and category after 
training. 

8. The Union has filed certain office orders which are 
marked as Exhibit-2 series. These are filed to show that 
others had been regularized after training to the post of 
Dozer Operator Grade I in Category B. These office orders 
clearly show that they were senior to these workmen and 
therefore it cannot be said that under similar circumstances 
the management had discriminated them. 

9. The management has also examined one witness in 
the case. Shri P. V, Satyanarayana is Personnel Manager at 
Laxman Open Cast Project in Kusmunda Area. He has 
supported the case of the management. He has stated that 
both the workmen were appointed as fresh trainees. They 
had not completed one year training period in Januaiy, 1990 
and they were not entitled to be regularized w.e.f January, 
1990. He has further stated that after completion of their 
training, they had been rightly regularized as per Cadre 
Scheme. The Union/workmen became absent in the reference 
case and therefore the management witness is not cross- 
examined. His evidence is unrebutted. It clearly shows that 
their appointment was fresh appointment as trainees and 
they had been rightly regularized on the entry post of .the 
cadre. This clearly shows that the action of the management 
is justified. Tliis issue is decided in favour of the management 
and against the workmen. 

10. Issue No. n 

Considering the discussion made above, it is clear 
that the workmen were rightly regularized after completion 
of their training. As such the workmen are not entitled to 
any relief The reference is accordingly answered. 

11. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

12. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as 
per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
23 3TTO, 2011 

W. 3tr. 2540.—1947 ( 1947 
^ 14) ^ VRI17 ^ ^ 

^ <4)4<^kT 313^^ '4* 

^ ^ 1^, ^ 277/99) ^ y'4>irVM 

t, # ^ 23-8-2011 ^ TIM ^3TT I 

[U T^^-22012/26/99-3T^ 3TR (^dhpi-ll)] 


New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2540.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 277/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of WCL. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 23-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/26/1999-IR(CM-lI)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/277/99 

Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan, Presiding Officer. 

The Secretary, 

RK.K.M.S. (INTUC), 

Bandan Branch, 

P.O. Nandan, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P.) 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Nandan Sub Area of WCL, 

P.O. Nandan, 

Distt. Chhindwara (M.P) 

AWARD 

Passed on this 11th day of August, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/26/99-IR (CM-II) dated 
9-8-99 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager. 
Nandan Sub Area of WCL P.O. Nandan Distt. 
Chhindwara (M.P.) in not promoting Shri Mohd. Safi 
as Clerk Gr. 11 and promoting Shri P. N. Yadav 
(his junior) is justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. TheUnion/workman did not appear inspite of proper 
registered post notice. Lastly the then Tribunal proceeded 
the reference exparte against the Union/workman on 3-2- 
2006. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement, The case of the management in short is that the 
workman was initially appointed as piece rated Mazdoor. 
Subsequently he was promoted to the post of Clerk Grade 
III. It is stated that all the operating Unions of Nandan Mine 


.,. Workman 


... Management 





[qnt n—^ 3(u)] 


17, 2011/^26, 1933 


6705 


No. 2 had raised demand to regularize the cleiks to the post 
of Clerk Grade n cm conipletiQn of240 days attendanoe of 
their actual woridng as Clerk Grade in. Itie management 
agreed and a settlement was arrived between the 
management on the erne side and the Unimis and the 
individualcleik5onthesecc»idsidB.ThewotkiDanM(i Safi 
had also signed the settlemenL It was agreed that tb^ 
would not raise ai^ dispute with r^pect to regularization/ 
monetary benefit for the back period It is stated that the 
present ^spute is not tenable in view of the settlement. It is 
stated that the workman Md. Shafi caimot equated with the 
case of Shri P. N. Yadav. On these grounds, it is submitted 
that the reference be answered in fevour of the man^ement. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings. The following issues 
are framed:— 

L Whether the action of the management is 
justified? 

n. To what reliefthe workman is entitled? 

5. Issue No. I 

According to the workman, the workman was 
promoted on the basis of settlement as Clerk Grade n w. e. f. 

1 >4-199 land therefore the case of Shri P.N. Yadaveannot 
be equated 

6. In order to prove the feet, the management has filed 
the copy of settlement which is marked as Exhibit 
M/2. The said settlement shows that is was agreed between 
the management and the Unions and the workman had also 
signed over the same. The settlement fiuther shows that he 
waspromoted as Cleik Grade Ilw.&f 1-4-1991 andnodonaliy 
the seniority was also settled w.e.f. 1-4-1989. The dause 4 
of the said settlement reads as follows: 

“All the Unions and concertted clerks agreed that 

they will not raise atty dispute at aity level regarding 

this regularization/settlemeat or for any other monetary 

benefit for the bade period in this connection. ” 

Thus it is clear that the dispute raised {q)pears to be not 
justified. The action of the management is also proper. 

7. The management has also examined one witness. 
Shri K. C. John is working as Manager in Nandan-2, WCL, 
Kanhan Area. He has sui^xnted the case of the management 
He has stated that settlement was arrived bdween the 
parties and the Uniem and the workman had sigried over the 
settlement. There is no other evidence in rd:>iittal of the 
evidence of the management. There is no reason to 
disbelieve the said evidence. This shows that the dispute 
was already settled by settlement This issue is dedd^ in 
favour of tte management 

S.lssueN&II 

Considering the discussion made above, the workman 
is not entitled to any relief. The reference is accordingly 
answered. 


9. Intheresulttheaward is passed withoutaity order 
to costs. 

10. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Emi^oyment as 
per rules. 

MODH SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
^121^,23 3rR?T,20U 

m OT. 2541.— PWK 1947 (1947 

^ 14) tiro 17 ^ ^ 

^ 87/2003) ^ IRBlte 

23-8-2011 ro i 

i?fT-22012/154/2002-3Tl^ 3m (^1^-11)] 

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S*0. 2541.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmeitt hereby pubU^ies the award (Ref. No. 87/2003) 
ofthe Central GovmnmetU Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of South Eastern (Coalfields Limited, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central (jovenunent 
on23-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/154/2002-IR(CM-ID1 
D. S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGrr/LC/R/87/2003 

Presidiiig Officer: Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 

ShriRam Was Shobhnath, 

General Secretary, 

Chhattisgarh Khadan Khaikhan Mazdoor Union, 

Wl. & P.O. Bankimogra, 

Distt. Korba, Chhattisgarh ... Workman 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

South Eastern Coalfields Limited, 

Baigi Project, P.O. Balgi Project, 

Distt. Korba, 

Chhattisgarh ... Management 


3360GI/2011—19 
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AWARD 

Passed on this 3rd day of August, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/154/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 
8-5>2003 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of SECL, 
Balgi Project, Distt. Korba (Chhattisgarh) in 
terminating the services of Shri Manoj Kumar, General 
Mazdoor-I w.e.f 27-5-2000 is justified ? If not, to what 
rdief is the concerned workman entitled ?” 

2. The case of the workman in short is that the 
workman Shri Manoj Kumar was appointed in Balgi Project 
on 26-8-92 and was working since then. He became sick on 
23-6-1999 and was under treatment at Nehru Shatabdi 
Hospital, Gevra Area of SECL. He was sick till 26-7-1999. 
He was declared fit on 27-7-1999 and he submitted medical 
fitness Certificate to Mines Manager, Balgi Project on 
27-7-1999 for joining on duty but he was not permitted to 
resume duty. It is stated that he was served with 
chargesheet ^ted 28/30-7-99 for his unauthorized absence 
from 21-6-99. Subsequently the workman was permitted to 
resume duty vide letter No. 593 dated 9-8-99 after awarding 
him “Censure” with a direction that in case of absence in 
future he would be dealt severely, It is stated that under 
clause 27.1 of the Certified Standing Orders, he was 
awarded minor punishment for his absence from duly. The 
further case of the workman is that the management again 
furnished him by the order of removal from service on 
27-5-2000 for the same charges which was priina facie 
illegal. The workman preferred an appeal on 21-7-2000 
against the dismissal order but the same was not 
considered. On these grounds, it is submitted that the 
order of dismissal dated 27-5-2000 be set aside and the 
workman be reinstated with back wages. 

3. TWe: management appeared and filed Written 
Statem^t to contest the reference case. The case of the 
ntan’agemerit, inter alia, is that admittedly the Medical 
Officer, NGHGevra declared the workman fit for duty' on 
27-7-99 but he never submitted his fitness certificate to 
the manageifte^'h^r the management had refused him to 
join on duty. He was admittedly chargesheeted on 
28/30-7-99 for his long absenteeism. It is stated that the 
ma^gerUUrit hacf allowed the workman to join duty on 
$y^^|xatht^icaf ground, so it did not mean that charges 
l^yi^edagainst him vide chargesheet No. 1830 dated 28/ 
30-7-99 were exonerated. It is denied that the clause 28.10 
ofthe'GeitlfiedStandingOrders was violated. It is staled 

tbe workman did not reply after receipt of the 
cteutg^heet. Thereafter the workman was dismissed from 
service after conducting proper enquiry. The workman was 
given fill! opportunity to defend himself willi the help of 
co-worker but he decided to defend himself personally. 
The workman has admittedly filed an appeal but the same 


was time barred. On these grounds, it is submitted that the 
action of the management is legal and justified 

4. On the pleadings of the parties, the following issues 
are settled:— 

L Whether the departmental enquiry conducted by 
the management against the workman is proper 
and legal ? 

n. In case Issue No. 1 is decided against the 
management and in favour of the workman then 
as to whether the management would be entitled 
to prove misconduct of the workman ? 

m. To what relief, if any is the workman entitled ? 

5. The workman has adduced documentary evidence 
in the case. Thereafter the oral evidence was not adduced 
by him and subsequently became absent. As such the then 
Tribunal proceeded the reference exparte on 24-12-08 
against the workman. 

6, Issue No. I 

All the issues are taken up together as the reference 
is now exparte against the workman. According to the 
workman, he was chargesheeted on 28/30-7-1999. Tliercjiflcr 
he was awarded minor punishment as censure but the 
management again passed the order of punishment on 
27-5-2000 whereby he was removed from service. It is alleged 
that he was punished twice for the same charges and 
therefore the subsequent departmental proceeding is fii (o 
be vitiated whereas the management has contended that 
the censure issued to the workman was only for appearing 
on duty properly and it had no concern with (he 
chargesheet. It is stated that departmental cfUjiiiry 
conducted against the workman was legtjl and llic same 
was according to rules wherein the workman participated 
and he was rightly dismissed by the order of reinov a! dated 
17-5-2000. 

7. The following facts tippcar to have been admitted 
by the parlies ; 

I. The workman Shri Manoj Kumar was apjwiiiicd 
in Balgi Project on 26-8-92 and was w orki ng si iice 
then. 

U. T7ie Medical Olficcr. NCH, Gc\ ra declared him 111 
for duly on 27-7-99 after his sickness 

HI. The workman was chargc.sheeied on 
28/30-7-99 for his absenteeism since 21 -()'9*i 

IV He was issued "Censure” for his abov c absence 
with permission to join dm\ 

V His dcparimcnlal ciiqmrv for tlic said cliai ge'' 
’ continued against the workman 

VI. After conclusion oftiie ciK|mry. he was leiiun ^0 
from serv ice vide order dated l 7 --S- 2 onf .. 
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8. Now the important point is as to whether the 
continuation of departmental enquiry after impt^ng 
“Censure” on the workman is justified and proper. The 
workman has only adduced documentary evidence. All 
documents filed by the workman are admitted by the 
management which are marked as£?duhit W/1 to W/3. ExhUat 
W/l is the charge sheet dated 28/30-7-99. This is filed to 
show that he was chargesheeted for his absenteeism since 
21-6-99 and also for his previous conduct. Exhibit W/2 is 
the letter of Censure dated 9-8-99 for his absence from duty 
of the above stated period. Since he had admitted the 
charges, he was issued with letter of Censure with permission 
to resume duty. The said letter of Censure dated 9-8-99 is 
reproduced below:— 

WT ^23-6-99 ^ 

^ ^ 3TT5T R’ll'ti. 

^ T?T t, ^ # 3^mrr t % ^ 

3PT«TT felT?) 

3T^[?TrafrT^ 

3Tn ^ i "IR 'SRt ^ 

"snclt i 

9. Now the question is as to whether censure was a 
minor punishment or it was only a permission to the 
workman to resume duty. It is obvious that censure is a 
minor punishment. The construction of the letter of 
censure clearly shows that on his admission of charges 
of absenteeism he was awarded “Censure” by the Mines 
Manager, Balgi Project. He was undisputedly the 
competent person to award punishment. Thus Exhibit 
W/2, “Censure” is said to be punishment of the charges 
of absenteeism which was served on him. Exhibit W/3 is 
the order of removal from service passed on 27-5-2000 by 
the Sub Area Manager against the workman. It is filed to 
show that this order of removal is against the charges for 
which the punishment of censure was already awarded 
to him on 9-8-99. This itself shows that he was punished 
twice which is against the principle of natural justice. It 
is clear that the departmental enquiry initiated against 
the workman on 26-10-99 is illegal and not proper for the 
same charges for which he was censured and earlier 
punished. 

10. The management has also adduced oral and 
documentary evidence in the case. The management 
witness Shri S. P. Patnaik was Persoimel Manager in SECL 
at Dhanpuri Open Case Mines. He was Deputy Personnel 


Manager at the relevant time at Balgi Project. He was 
Enquiry Officer in the saiddepartmental proceeding vide 
ofl!^ order dated 26-10-99. This itself shows that afrer 
imposing the punishment of “Censure” to the wt^kman 
for the same charge, the proceedii^ was again initiated. 
There is no person assigned as to why tlto departmental 
enquiry was initiated after punishment This shows that 
the department enquiry coiulucted by the management is 
not proper and legal wherdiy the workman was removed 
from service, 

11. The management has filed documents in the case. 
Exhibit M/1 is the chargesh^t dated 28/30-7-99. The 
workman has also filed this document. The relevancy is 
alreacfy discussed earlier. BxlubitM/2 is the show cause to 
the workman after enquiry by the Disciplmary Authority. 
Exhibit M/3 is the order of removal from service passed on 
27-5-2000 by the Disciplinary Authority. The workman has 
also filed this order to show that the Disciplinaiy Authority 
had imposed punishment twice which was illegal. 
Considering the above discu^ion, the dqjartmental enquiry 
conducted by the management vide Office Order No. 3122 
dated 26-10-99 is not proper and justified as the workman 
was already punished earlier for the same charges. This 
issue is decided against the management and in favour of 
the workman. 

12. Issue No. n: 

Considering the discussion made above, it is evident 
that the further departmental enquiry conducted vide order 
dated 26-10-99 of the charges for which the workman was 
punished on his admission is illegal and therefore the 
management is not entitled to adduce ftrither evidence to 
prove misconduct as the workman appears to Imve himself 
admitted the charges for which he was already imnished 
earlier by the order of “Censure”. This issue is also decided 
in frivour of the workman and against the malnagement. 

13. Issue No. ni; 

It is clear that the workman was punished twice'by 
the order of removal from service vide order dated 
27-5-2000 which appears to be not proper and justified. 
Accordingly, the order of removal from service passed on 
27-5-2000 is hereby set aside. The management is directed 
to reinstate the workman from the date of removal, i.c. from 
27-5-2000 with full back wages. This reference is, accordingly 
answered. 

14. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs, 

15. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment as 
per rules, 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, PresidingCMficer. 
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li 1^, 23 2011 

3tfferfWT, 19^7 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^ TTO ^ *3^ ^ ^ 

3ig^ ^ <i?lsiini54> 

9n? •sqrwR, ^ (iM ■?fe4T 

107/96 ) ^ ■sit ■?1TOC ^ 23 -8-2011 

^ 31TO ^3TT qi I 

tM T3[?r-22oi2/388/i995-3n^ m (Tftt^r-n)] 
T^R Tti;R ?TH=wra xiq, arflran^t 

New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2542.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenunent hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 107/96) 
of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Jabahnu as shown in the Annexure in the industrial dispute 
betw^ the management of SECL and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
^■«-2011. 

[No. L-22012/388/1995-IR(CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Dedc Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

Na CGIT/LC/R/107/96 

PRESENT: 

Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan, Presiding Officer 

The General Secretary, 

National Colliery Workers Federation, 

Post South Jhagiakhand Colliery, 

Distt. Surguja (MP) ...Workmen 

Vbrsus 

Sub Area Manager, 

R^nagar Opencast Mines, 

SECL, Post Dola, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) ... Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 12th August, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/388/95-IR(CM-II) dated 
27-3-96 has referred the folllowing dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal : 

“Whether the demand of the General Secretary, 
National Colliery Workers Federation (NLO) Hasdeo 
Area that the Sub-Area Manager, Raj nagar Opencast 


Mines of Hasdeo Area of SECL should take 6(six) 
workers* carriers should be taken on the roll of 
m^gemeiu is legal and justified ? To what relief 
these workers are entitled?” 

2. The Union/workmen did not ^^lear in the reference 
case inspite of sufficient service of notice. Lastly the then 
Tribunal proceeded ex parte against the union/woikmen 
on 11-3-05. 

3. The management appeared and Eled Written 
Statement in the case. The case of the management in short 
is that the work of water supply was awarded to the 
contractor in Rajnagar Opencast of Hasdeo Area of SECL 
after inviting tender and fixing the rate of siq^ply of water. 
The work was not perman mt and perennial in nature. It 
was temporary and casual m nature. The work of supply of 
water was for few hours. The work awarded to different 
contractors and short ten^ )r notice was given. The work 
orders were issued to differant contractors. The claimants 
were never engaged the management of SECL. They 
have no right to claimfor rerolarization on company’s roll. 
It is submitted that the awurd be passed in favour of the 
management 

4. Tbe following issues are framed for adjudication . 

I Whether the demand of the General Secretaiy; 
National Colliery Workers Federation (NLO) for 
taking six workers carriers on the roll of 
management is legal and justified ? 

n. To wbat relief, the workers are entitled ? 

5. Issue Na I 

The management has adduced oral and documentary 
evidence in the case. The management has filed 
photocopies of short tender notices which are marked as 
Exhibit M/1 to M/10. These are filed to show that tender 
was invited from the petty contractors for supply of water. 
There is no other evidence in rebuttal to this evidence as 
the reference is exparte. Exhibit M/ll to M/23 are tlie 
photocopies of work orders in the name of different 
contractors. These are also filed to show that the work 
orders were given to them for supply of drinking water. It 
is also unrebutted. There is no other evidence to show 
that these persons were not contractors. In absence of any 
other evidence, there is no reason to disbelieve the 
evidence of the management. Exhibit M/24 to M/28 are the 
photocopies of the payment sheets to the workers. Tims 
the documentary evidences show that there was a contract 
and there was no relationship of employer and employees 
between the management and the claimants. 

6. The nianagement has examined one witness in the 
case. Shri J.K. Nath is Sub-Area Manager in Rajnagar OCM. 
SECL. He htas supported the case of the management. He 
has stated that the supply of water was awarded to petty 
contractors and the work of pipeline for water supply was 
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completed long back and therefore there was no need to 
deploy the contractors for supply of drinking water. His 
evidence is unrebutted. There is no reason to disbelieve 
his evidence. Thus it is clear that the demand of the 
management for taking six workers on the roll of the 
management is not legal and justified. This issue is decided 
in favour of the management. 

7. Issue No. n 

On the basis of the discussion made above, it 
appears that the workmen are not entitled to any relief. The 
reference is accordingly answered. 

8. In the result, the award is passed without any 
order to costs. 

9. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
23 2011 

2543.—4yini=b' 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14) tlRT 17 ^ ‘4’ ^5^ lit 

^ ^ 4>4=bitl' ^ 

3l1^lni=h 

arftmw wir 

89/05 ) y^blf^ld Wt ^ ^ 23-8-2011 

^ ^ ^3iT «n 1 

[U t^-22012/451/2004-aiT^3m (^?ftt^JT-II)] 

arf^chid 

New Delhi, the 23 rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2543.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 89/05) 
of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour C!ourt, 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Western Coalfield Limited, 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 23-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/451/2004-IR(CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM-LABOUR COURT 
JABALPUR 

No.CGIT/LC/R/89/05 

PRESENT; 

Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan, Presiding Officer 


The General Secretary, Sanyukta Koyla Mazdoor 
SanghfATTUC), CRP Camp, Iklehra, Chhindwara 

...Worionan 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Western Coalfield Limited, 

Pench Area, PO Parasia, 

Chhindwara ... Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 10th August, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Notification No. L-220l2/451/2004"IR(CM-n) dated 
1-9-2005 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal ; 

“Whether the action of the management of Tliisgora 
U/G Mine of WCL, Pench Area in terminating the 
services of Shri Arun Kumar S/o Shri Banwarilaf 
Tub Loader, Token No. 578 w.e.f 23-11-2001 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. The Union appears to have appeared and filed an 
apphcation on 25-8-2006 for time for filing the statement of 
claim in the proceeding in compliance of registered notice. 
Thereafter the Union/the workman did not appear in the 
reference case inspite of knowledge of the pendency of 
the reference without any reasonable cause. Lastly the 
reference proceeded ex parte against the Union/Workman 
on 16-4-09. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement. The case of the management, in short, is tliat 
the workman was employed as Tub Loader at Thisgora 
Underground Mine. He was habitual absentee 
unauthorisedly without any intimation and sanction of 
leave. The management took lenient view on those 
occasions by granting one after another opportunity to 
improve his conduct but there was no improvement. In the 
year 1999 the workman was only 60 days on attendance 
and from August 1999 he was all along absent. A 
chargesheet was issued on 18-1-2000 and was sent on his 
address given by registered post but the same was returned 
unserved. However, the management initiated departmental 
proceeding and appointed Shri B.N. Buchalwan as Enquiry 
Officer and Shri D. Demelo as Management Representative. 
Thereafter the delinquent workman appeared and filed 
representation before the Enquiry Officer, The workman 
appeared on several dates in the enquiry proceeding and 
sought time which were allowed. Lastly he left the enquiry 
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proceeding and the Enquiry Officer proceeded exparte 
against the workman. Thereafter the Management 
Representative adduced oral and documentary evidence. 
The Enquiry Officer found the charges proved and 
submitted Enquiry report. The Disciplinary Authority again 
show caused enclosing the enquiry report which was 
received by the delinquent workman. The Disciplinary 
Authority found the charges proved were of serious 
misconduct and passed the order of termination from 
service on 22/23-11-2001. It is submitted that the principle 
of natural justice was followed and the action of the 
management is justified. 

4. Tlie following issues are framed for adjudication ; 

L Whether the departmental proceeding 
conducted by the management against the 
workman is legal and proper ? 

II. Whether the management is required to prove 
misconduct against the workman in Court ? 

HI. To what relief the workman is entitled ? 

5. Issue No. 1 

According to the management, the workman was 
charge sheeted for his unautliorized absence and an enquiry' 
proceeding was initiated. The workman appeared in the 
departmental proceeding and filed reply of the cliargeslieet. 
He appeared on several occasions and sought time. 
Subsequently he became absent and the proceeding was 
completed ex parte. It is submitted that full opportunity 
was given and the principle of natural justice was followed. 

6. The management has adduced oral and 
documentary evidence in the case. The management has 
filed tlie photocopies of tire departmental proceeding wliich 
arc marked as Exhibit M/1 to M/15. The documents of 
departmental proceeding clearly shows that the workman 
appeared in the departmental proceeding on several dates 
.ji-.J ilicrcaflcr lie left the proceeding without any 
icaMiji.ihie cause It shows that the Eiiquiiy Officer had 
i iglitK [)r(h_eeded c\ pane against the workiiuin. This further 
shou^ iliai the reasonable opporiunit) was gi\cn to the 
wori.nian to defend Iiiinself but he had not availed on liis 
ow II accord 

7 The inanagenicni witness Shri Hirok Sarkar is 
Personnel Manager at fhesgora Underground Mine. He 
has supported the facts of the management and has proved 
the docuincnis winch are marked as Exliibit M/I to M/15. 
He has stated that the workman did not present himself 
and therefore there was no option e.xcept to record the 
c \ idence in absence of the workman. His evidence also 
shows that opportunity was given to the workman to 
defend himself 1 find and hold that the departmental 
en<]nm conducted against the worktnan is legal and proper 
! ins issue is decided against the w orkman and in fav our of 
nieimmigenient 


8. Issue No. n 

Other issues are also taken together as the reference 
case is ex parte against the Union/workman in the Tribunal 
as well. The documents of the departmental proceeding 
and the evidence of the management adduced in Court 
clearly show that the misconduct of unauthorized absence 
was duly proved in tlie departmental proceeding Now it is 
not necessary to the management to prove misconduct in 
Court. Accordingly this issue is answered. 

9. Issue No. in 

Considering (he discussion made above, 1 find no 
reason to interfere in the order of punishment passed bv 
the Disciplinary Authority against the workman. As such 
the workman is not entitled to any relief and (he action of 
the management is justified. Accordingly, the reference is 
answered. 

10. In the result, the award is passed without an\ 
order to costs. 

11. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Emplov incut 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 23 20! 1 

2544.— 194 ? (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^ fi<T^'Ji<+»i arh; <iich ^ 

arfr-raRUT m ^ 

133/2003) ^ f. ^ ^ 

23-8-201 1 ^3Ti KfT I 

[H R^-l2012/32t/2()()2-37Tf (Rf 1 ) j 
fflf., "oTT 3TfR+-K! 

New Delhi, the 2.3rd August. 2011 

S.O. 2544. —In pursuance of Section 17 of ilie 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Ceiiiial 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No I 
2003) of the Central Gov t, Indus Tribunal-cum-i.aboiii 
Court. Nagpur as show n in the .Annexurc in tlic mdiisi rial 
dispute between the nianagemcni of Siaic Bank of India 
and their workman, winch was received bv the Ceiiiral 
Government on 23-8-2011 

|No. L-i2()l2/,321/2(M>2-IR(lM)| 
RAMESH .SINGH. DcskOlfker 
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ANNEXllRE 

BEFORE SHIU J£ CXUUND,nffiSmiN^ 
OFFICER, CGrPCUM’lABOORCOORi; NACMJR 

Case No. CG1T/N(^/113/2003 
Date: 09^2011 

Party No. 1 : TheDy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Shankar Nagar, Raipur, 

(Chattisgarii)492001 

^fersus 

Party No. 2 : ShriRamBihari^talaS/oNadmRam 

^fe^na, C/o Sri J.L Sirrooi; 

Govt. Higher Secondary School, 
Mandhar Colony, PO; Mandhar, 

Distt. Rai^(C.G)492001 

AWARD 

(Dated: 9th August, 2011) 

1. In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section lO crf 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) C‘the Act” ill 
short), the Central Govenunent has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the State Bank of India and their woikmai^ 
Shri Ram Bihari \ferma, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-12012/32 l/2002-IR(B-I), dated 31-3-2003, with the 
following schedule; 

SCBEDUIE 

“Whether the action ofthe Dy. General Manager, 
State Bank of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the 
services of Shri Ram Bihari ^fe^na, S/o Shri Nathu 
Ram ^^^na, Ex-messenger, is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitledfor 7’ 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties for filing of their respective statement of claim 
and written statement, in response to which, thewoikinan, 
Shri Ram Bihari Vfernia CHIk workman” in short) filed the 
statement of claim and the management ofthe State Bank 
of India, Raipur (“the party No. 1” in short) filed the 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was ^pointed 
tenyiorarily in the post of messenger from August, 1995 to 
December, 1997 intermittently and in view of such service 
and the provisions of the Bipartite Settlement between the 
Bank and All India State Bank of India Staff Federation 
dated 27-10-1988, he became a protected worker and entitled 
for all the permanent absorption in the Bank and the Bank 
conducted interview for all the protected workers during 
1990 and the selected persons were wait listed for permanent 
absorption in future in the Bank’s service and he was also 
interviewed and selected in the said interview and was 


iiiciuded in the waiting list and as be was aproiected worker 
and was about to be (foserved, he was offered temporary 
aipointmeot but his services were abnqjtly terminated w.e.f 
1-1-1998, without assigning any reason and he had 
performed his duties for more than 240days in a calendar 
year and got the status of a permanent employee, as per 
the provisions of Section 25-B of the Act and in order to 
deprive him the benefits of regular employment, he was 
continued with artffidal breaks in service arid though posts 
were available, the party no. 1 did not absorb him and the 
action of thepar^ No. 1 in terminating his services amounts 
to retrenchmeiit, but before the termination of his services, 
neither one month’s notice nor oite month’s wages in lieu 
of notice, nor retrenchment compensation was given to 
him and as such, the action of terminating of his services 
is illegal, inoperative and invalid and as the mandatory 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not complied 
with, he is entitled for leinstatetnent in service with bac^ 
wages and the action of the party No. 1 in terminating his 
services is arbitrary, capricious and unfoir labour practice 
and he made representation to the Bank repeatedly for 
redressal of his grievances but without any tcsvXX imd the 
party No. 1 made appointments of firesh candidate in the 
post of messenger but he was not given employment, 
Much was violation of the mandatory provisions of Section 
25-H of the Act. The workman has prayed for cteclaring the 
action of the party No. 1 to be ille^ and unlawful and to 
reinstate him in service with continuity and back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter alia that the ai^intment ofthe workman was on daily 
wages basis depending upon the exigency of the work 
and for specific period and discontinuation of such 
engagement did not amount to retrenchment in terms of 
Section 2(oo) of the Act and various settlements were 
entered into between the State Bank of India and Federation 
of SBl unions and by virtue of such settlement and for 
any other reason, the workman did not become a protected 
worker and did not become entitle for permanent 
absorption in the Bank. The further case ofthe party No. 1 
is that the workman had been enlisted in the waiting list for 
absorption, but the said list k^sed on 31-3-1997, as per the 
terms (ff the settlement dated 13-7-1996 and as such, the 
persons, whose turn could not come by 31-3-1997 could 
not be considered for permanent absorption and in 1999, 
the workman had rais^ the dispute onthesamefoctsand 
circumstances, which are the subject matter of the present 
dispute and the Govenunent of India by its notification 
dat^ 20/24-01-2000, was pleased to not refer the dispute 
and the worionan again approached the same fomm for the 
same relief and once the matter has been finally decidedly 
theHon’ble Supreme Ouit in 1998 (SLPNo. 11886-11888 
of 1998), noticing survives and the dispute is to be answered 
in its favour and seventeen temporary workmen raised the 
dispute before the ALC, Raipur, out of whom, four bdng 
sat^ed with the Bank’s repty, withdrew th^ claims and 
five other workmen did not proceed against the Bank for 
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one reason or the other and out of the remaining eight 
workmen, the case of one workman Shri Kamal Soni was 
rejected by the Government and dispute of the rest seven 
workmen have been referred for adjudication for the reasons 
known to the concerned authorities and as the initial 
engagement of the workman was purely on temporary basis 
and the purpose for which, the workman was engaged was 
completed, the termination of his services was inevitable 
and the more fact of completion of 240 days of work did 
not given the workman the status of permanent employee 
within the meaning of Section 25-B of the Act and the 
workman was not given artificial breaks in service, and it 
did not adopt any unfair labour practice and the services 
of the workman were not terminated on 1-1-1998 (wrongly 
mentioned as 5-2-1998 in the written statement) and the 
workman was appointed temporarily for specific period 
and purpose and his services were terminated as per the 
appointment order and now, no work is available for him 
and in view of the appointment order, there was no need to 
comply with the provisions of section 25-F of the Act and 
as such, its action cannot be said to be illegal and no fresh 
candidates were appointed by it as messenger and there 
was no violation of the provisions of Section 25-H of the 
Act and as such, the workman is not entitled for any relief 

4. In support of their respective claims, the parties 
have led oral evidence. The workman has examined himself 
as a witness in supportof his claims. In his examination-in- 
chief, which is on affidavit, the workman has reiterated the 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim. However, in his 
cross-examination he has admitted that his appointment 
was temporary and he was appointed some time as a 
messenger and some time as a canteen boy and some time 
as a peon etc. 

5. One S.B. Agrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the workman worked 
with the party No. Iw.e.f 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of service and 
more than 240 days of continuous work in eveiy calendar 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permanent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e.f. 
31-12-1997, without assigning any reason and the 
mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not 
compUed with and the termination amounts to retrenchment 
and due to non-compliance of the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act, such retrenchment is illegal and as such, 
the workman is entitled for reinstatement with continuity 
of service and full back wages and after termination of the 
workman, the Bank made appointment of fresh candidates 
in the post of messenger but did not give employment to 
the workman and thus violated the provisions of Sections 
25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules. In support the contentions, the 


learned advocate for the workman placed reliance on the 
decisions reported in AIR 1960 SC-762 (Swadesh Mittran 
Ltd. Vs. their Wjikmen), 2010 (3) Mh. L.J. 537 (SC) (Ramesh 
Kumar Vs. State of Haryana), 2006(1) SC 545 (Workman of 
Bhuikhunda (Colliery Vs. Management of Bhurichunda 
Colliery), 2008 (3) Mh. L.J. 660 (Shyamrao Vs, State) and 
many others. 

It was also submitted that Bank has taken the shelter 
ofbi-prartite settlement, which was entered into by the Bank 
and Staff Federation and the workman is not a member of 
the said union and the said settlement is not favourable to 
the workman and as such, the workman is not bound b> 
such settlements and the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages. 

7. C)n the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the workman was 
approinted tempwrarily and he was duly considered b>' the 
prarty No. 1 for prermanent absorption in the bank, as per 
the settlements and as such, he was interviewed and was 
put in the waiting list and as the waiting list lapsed on 
31-3-1997, he has no right for permanent absorption or re¬ 
appointment and in OJC No. 9039 of 1997 (G Madhavrao 
Vs. SBI) the Hon’ble Division Bench of Orissa High Court, 
while deciding the claim of some candidates whose names 
were in the waiting hst of the Bank, for appointment, basing 
on the said list have held that the applicants are not entitled 
to get any relief when the selection list came to an end on 
31-3-1997 and against the said order, special leave 
aprplication (Civil) No. CC 3081 of 1999 was filed before the 
Hon’ble Aprex Court but the Special leave petitions were 
dismissed by the Hon’ble Apex Court on merit and 
therefore, the workman is not entitled for any relief It was 
also submitted that as the engagement of the workman 
was purely on casual and temporary basis intermittently, 
due to administrative exigencies and need of work as 
messenger and was not as per procedure for permanent 
staff, his termination cannot be termed as retrenchment 
and in view of the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Courts, 
even if it is found that the woikman had completed more 
than 240 days of work, he is not entitled for regularization 
or reinstatement in service and as such, he is not entitled 
for any relief In support of the contentions, reliance has 
been placed on the decisions repx>rtedinAIR 1997 SC 3657 
(Himanshu Kumar Vidhyarthi Vs. State of Bihar), AIR 1997 
SC 3091 (Syndicate Bank Vs. Shankar Paul), 2007 SCC 
(L&S) 163 (State of U.P. Vs. Deshraj), 2006 SCC (L&S) 753 
(Secretary State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi) and many 
others. 

Keeping in view the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on which reliance lias 
been placed by the pjarties, now, the present case at hand 
is to ^ decided. 
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8. So far the first contention that the workman was 
working from 198S with the Bank continuoiisly for more 
than 12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same^as 
because, there was no such pleading in the statement of 
claim and a$ no evidence was adduced in support of the 
same. The woikman has specifically pleaded that he woiked 
from August 1995 to Dec^ber, 1997 and his services were 
terminated on 1-1-1998. In his evidence also, he has 
reiterated the same. Hence, the contention raised by the 
learned advocate for the woikman cannot be accepted. 

So far the contention regarding the non-application 
of the settlements entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation to the present workman is concerned, it is 
pleaded the workman that in view of the term of the bi¬ 
partite settlement entered into by the Bank and the 
Federation, he became a protected worker and the Bank 
conducted interview for all the protected worker and 
seleaed him in the interview and his name was enlisted in 
the waiting list and the intention of the parties to the 
agreement was to absorb the waitlisted candidates 
permanently, When the woikman himself has admitted 
about the s^ements and by virtue of such s^ements, 
his name to be enlisted in the waiting list, there is no force 
in the contention that the settlements are not binding on 
the woikman. 

9. Admittedly the appointment ofthe workman was 
temporary for intermittent durations. The workman has 
pleaded such facts in his statement of claim. In view of the 
lapse of the waiting list prepared by the Bank on 31-3-1997 
the workman is not entitled to claim appointment or 
reinstatement in service on the basis of such list, as the 
said question has already been set at rest by the decision 
of the Hon’ble Orissa High Court and the Hon’ble Apex 
Court as mentioned above. 

10. However, the claim ofthe workman in this case is 
not based on the waiting list prepared by the Bank. 
According to the claim of the woiknm, he was appointed 
temporarily in August, 1995 and continue till December, 
1997 and as he had completed more than 240 days of 
continuous work in a calendar year, the termination of his 
services without following the mandatoiy provision of the 
section 25-F of the Act is illegal and for that he is entitled 
for reinstatement in service. 

Thepar^No. 1 has denied the claim of the woikman. 

11. Perused the record including the statement of 
claim, written statement, oral and documentaiy evidence 
adduced by the paiti<% and written notes of arguments. It 
is the admitted case of the woikman that he was appointed 
temporarily. The documents filed by the workman show 
that he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman Was appointed by following due procedure 
of appointment applicable to the Bank. So it is clear from 


the evidence that the woikman was woiking on casual basis 
as a tenq)oraiy messenger. 

On perusal of the documents filed by the wmkman it 
is found t^t the appointment ofthe woikman was purely 
on temporary basis for a specific period and his re- 
iQ>pointment on fresh basis fimm time to time on the basis 
of specific Older, It is also found from the documents that 
intteonlefsfor tempoiaiy appointment, specific condition 
has been mention^ that the appointment to be purely 
temporary in nature due to exigency ofworic and need of 
the Bank and the workman would not be entitle to claim 
permanent employment and the woriunan accepting the 
eolation had woiked with parly No. 1. It is also found 
firom the documents that the temporary appointment was. 
made by the Branch Manager of the 

It is also well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions including in the decision of the 
Constitutional Bench rqx>rted in AIR 2006 SC-1806 
(Secretaiy State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi and 
Othere) that unless the appointment is in terms of the 
relevant rules and after a proper competition among 
qualified persons, the same would not confer any right on 
the appointee and if it is a contractual appointment, the 
appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract 
and if the appointment is on casual basis, the same would 
come to an end, when it is discontinued and a temporaiy 
employee has no right to claim to be made permanent and 
on expiiy of the term of his aj^intment, he do not entitled 
for reinstatement in service. 

Ai^lying the principles enunciated 1^ the Hon'ble 
Apex Courts to the present case at hand, it is found that 
the provisions of Section 25-F are not applicable to this 
case as from the documents filed by the workman show 
that his appointment was coming to an end at the end of 
the contract and as such, the workman has no right to 
claim reinstatement in service. 

Moreover, it is well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in number of decisions that the initial burden ofproof is on 
the workman to show that he conq)leted 240 days of service 
inthe preceding 12 months ofthe date of alleged termination 
and the onus of proof doesn’t shift to employer nor is the 
burden of proof on the workman discharged, merely 
because emplr^er fails to prove a defence and filing of 
affidavit of the woikman to the effect that he had worked 
for 240 days continuously or that the workman had made 
repeated representation or raised demands for 
reinstatement, is hot sufficient evidence that can discharge 
the said burden and other substantive evidence needs to 
be adduced to prove 240 days’ continuous service. 

In this case, the workman has claimed that his 
services were terminated on 1-1-1998. So now, it is to be 
seen as to whether the workman has been ^le to discharge 
the initial burden to show that he worked for 240 days in 
the preceding 12 months of 1 -1-1998. In support his claim. 
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the worianan besides filing his affidavit has filed documents 
in regimito his appointment and the said documents have 
beennmikedas exhibits W*4 to W-15. The said documents 
show that the workman worked for 31 days, 28 days, 31 
d^, 30 days, 29 days and 31 days in Januaiy, Februaiy, 
March, Afffil, June and July of 1997 respectively. No 
document has been filed by the workman to show that he 
worked in 1997 and after 31-7-1997 till 31-12-1997. 

The tof^ working days in the preceding 12 months of 
1-1-19^ ornies to 180 d^. There is nootherevittenceon 
recoftelto shmv that the wt>rkman completed 240 days of 
wtHk in the|wecer^ 12 mcsiths of1-1-1998. As the wcnkman 
has failed dscharge the initial burden that he worked for 
240 days in the preceding 12 months of 1-1-1998, the 
provisions of Section 25-F are not applicable to this case. 

12. libieie is also no legal evidence on record to show 
that ^re appointed as messengers by the party 

No. 1, alter the termination ofthe services of theworlunan 
and the workman was not given employment and as such, 
it cannot be held that there was violation of the provisions 
df Secfioiis 25-G and 25-H of the Act and Rule 77 of the 
ibiles. Hence, it is ordered: 

OROER 

The action of the Dy. General Manager, State Bank 
(tf India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services 
airi Ram BiWi \ferma, S/o Shri Nathu Ram \feiTna, 
Ex-messenger, is legal and justified. The workman is 
not entitled for any relief 

J.P. CHAND, PresidingOfficer 
23 2011 

25^.—1947 (1947 
m 14 ) ^ ^ 17 ^ 

JiteSi*' ^ 

23-8-201 f «ir I 

|tl 1^12012/318/2002-3^1^ m (^-1)1 

1 %, 

liMirBIHil, the 23 rd August, 2011 

parsuance of Section 17 of the 
Acf^ IW7 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(he Award (Ref No. 130/ 
20ld^]l Cihlftil Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
NtHlrrtP mwr aa shown in the Aimexure in the 
Itthtfltifll iNspUiebitween management of State Bank of 
laiOaii ahdtfit^WoifeiHm, which was received by the Central 
GOvefthffettttin 23-^2011. 

[No. L-120i2/318/2002-IR(B-I)] 
RM4ESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXERE 

BEFORE SHRI JJ» CHAND, PRESIDING 
01iFIC13I,CGn^:UM-LAB0IJR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/130/2003 
Date: 09-08-2011 

Party No. 1 : The Dy. General Manager, 

State Bank of India, Zonal Office, 
Shankar Nagar, Raipur, 
Chattisgaih492001 

\fersus 

Par^No^ 2 : Shri AshniRanjanDeySatkar, 

S/o Anand Dey Sarkar, 

Room No. 29, Mana New Market, 

PO: Mana C^an^, Raipur, 
Chattisgarh-492001 

AWARD 

(Dated: 3rd August, 2011) 

1. In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of St^section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industriid Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 

the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
man^ment of the State Bank cf India and their workman. 
Shri As^ Ranjan Sarkar, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. i-12012/318/2002-IR(B-I), dated 7-5-2003, with the 
following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Dy. General Manager, 
St^ Bank of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the 
services of Shri Ashru Ranjan Dey Sarkar S/o Shri 
Anand Dey Sarkar, Ex-messenger, is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief is the workman entitled 
forr 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties for filing of their respective statement of claim 
and written statement, in response to which, the workman, 
Shri Ashru Ranjan Sai^r C‘the woifcman” in short) 
filed the statement of claim and the management of the 
State Bank of India, Raipur (“the party” No. 1 in short) 
filed the written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
temporarily in the post of messenger on daily wages basis 
for intermittent duration and from 2-11-1992 to 
31-12-I993, he woiked as a canteen boy with full pay, from 
23-6-1994 to 19-4-1995 as a water bc^ in Zonal Office and 
13-10-1995 to 31-12-1997 on full pay as messenger in the 
Main Branch, S.B.I. Raipur and he was called for interv iew 
for the vacant and regular post of messenger by the 
Regional Manager vide his order dated 22-2-1990 and in 
the interview he was declaiied pass and was found suitable 
for the post of messenger and accordingly, the Assistant 
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General Manager issued instructions to the Branch 
Manager, Main Branch to appoint him as a messenger in 
the Main Branch and had performed his duties for more 
than 240 days in a calendar year and got the status 
of a permanent employee, as per the provisions of 
section 25-B of the Act and in order to deprive him the 
benefits of regular employment he was continued with 
artificial breaks in service and though posts were available, 
the party No. I did not absorb him and without any reason 
or show cause, the party No. 1 discontinued his services 
w.e.f 1-1-1998 and the action of the party No. 1 in 
terminating his services amounts to retrenchmem, but 
before the termination of his services, neither one month’s 
notice nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, nor 
retrenchment compensation was given to him and such, 
the action of terminating of his services is iUe^l, 
inoperative and invalid and as the mandatory pioyisions 
of Seaion 25-F of the Act were not complied with, he is 
entitled for reinstatement in service with back wages and 
the action of the party No. 1 in terminating his services is 
aibitraiy, capricious and unfiiir l^xnir practice and heinade 
representation to tlie Bank repeatedly for redressal erf^s 
grievances but without any result and the party No. 1 
made appointments of fresh candidate in the post of 
messenger but he was not given employment, which was 
violation of the mandatory provisions of Section 25-H of 
the Act. The workman has prayed for declamig the action 
of tlie party No. Tto be illegal and unlawfiilund to reinstate 
him in service with continuity and back wages. 

3. Tlie party no. 1 in its written statement ha^pleaded 
inter alia t liat the appointment of the workman was on dmly 
wages basis depending upon the exigency of the work 
and for specific period and discontinuation of such 
engagement did not amount to retrenchment in terms of 
Section 2( 00 ) of the Act and various settlements were 
entered into between the State Bank of India and Federation 
of SB I unions and by virtue of such settlement and for 
any other reason, the workman did not become a protected 
worker and did not become entitle for permanent 
absorption in the Bank. The further case of tlie party No. 1 
is that the w orker had been enlisted in the waiting list for 
absorption, but the said list lapsed on 31-3-1997, asperdie 
terms of the Settlement dated 13-7-1996 and a& such, the 
persons, w hose turn could not come by 31-3-1997 could 
not be considered for permanent absorption and in 1999, 
the workman Ivid raised the dispute on tlie same facts and 
circumsiances. w hich arc the subject matter of the pr^nt 
dispute and the Government of India by its notification 
dated 20/24-01 -2(KK). was plciised to not refer die dispute 
and the workman again approached tlie same forum for the 
same relief and once tlie matter has been finally decided by 
the Hon ble Supreme Court in 1998 (SLP No. 11886-11888 
of 1998). nothing sur\ives and the dispute is to be 
answered in its fa\ our and son enteen temporary workmen 
raised tlie dispute before the ALC. Raipur, out of w horn, 
four being sitisfied w ith the Bank's reply, witlidrew their 


claims and five other workmen did not proceed against the 
Bank for one reason or the other and out of the imnaining 
eight workmen, the case of one woikman Shri Kam^ Sooi 
was rejected by the Covemment and dUspi^ of the rest 
seven workmen have been referred forad^cation for the 
reasons known to the concerned aufiipfities and as the 
initial engagement of the working was purely on 
temporary basis andthepiuposeforwhfeh^the.illl^mian 
was engaged was completed, termi^aMtHi 4^ bis 

services was inevitable and. dbe more feet of co^ipletion of 
240 days of woik did not give the status of 

permanent emplt^ee within the nu^m^^^i^^ctiou 25-B 
of the Act and the workman was mt gvyeniaftiEi^bieaiks 
in service, and it did not adopt unfek Ubour practice 

and the services of the workman were noi terminated on 
1-1 t 1998 (wrongly mentioned as 5-2-L998 in the written 
statement) and the woriunan was ai^xiinted temporarily 
for specific period and pmpose aiud his services were 
terminatednsper the aj^^mndnient order and now, no work 
is available for him and in view of the appointment order, 
dierewasnoneedtocxnnplywiththe provisions ctf^Section 
2S-F of tjhe Actand as such, its action cannot be said to be 
illegal and no firesh candidates were ai^inted by it as 
messenger and there was no violation of the provisions of 
Section 25-H of the Act and as such, the workman is not 
entitled for any relief. 

4. In support of their respective claiJns, the parties 
have ted oral evidence. The workman has examined liimscif 
as a witness in support of his claims. In his examination-in- 
chief, which is on affidavit, the woriunan has reiterated tlic 
facts mentioned in the statement of claim.. However, in his 
cross-examination he has admitted that his appointment 
was temporary and he was appointed some time as a 
messenger and some time as a canteen b<^ and some time 
as a peon etc. 

5. One S B. Agrawal was examined as a witness on 
behalf of the party No. 1. He has also reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement in his evidence. 

6. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned adv ocate for die workman tliat tlie workman w oikcd 
with the party no. 1 w.e.f 3-6-1985 continuously without 
any break and he had completed 12 years of serv ice and 
more than 240 day s of continuous work in every calendar 
year and as such, he had got the status of a permanent 
employee and his services was terminated w.e.f 
31-12-1997. without assigning any reason and the 
mandatory' provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not 
complied witli and tlic tennination amounts to retrenclunent 
and due to non-compliance of the provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act. such retrenchment is illegal and as such, 
tlie workman is entitled for reinstatement with continuity 
of service and full back v\ ages and after tennination of tlie 
v\ orkman. the Bank made appointment of fresh candidak^ 
in the post of messenger but did not give einplovmeni to 
the workman and thus violated the provisions Sect tons 
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25-Gaiid25-HaftheActaiidRule77drtIie Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules. In support of the contentioos, 
the leaned advocate fi>r the woiilQoian placed lelianoe cm 
the decisions reported in AIR 1960 SC*762 (Swadesh 
MittranUd. V& WorkmcnX 2010 (3)Mh. LJ. 537 (SQ 

(Ramesh Kumar Vs. State of Haryana), 2006(1) SC 545 
(Workman of Bhurkhunda Colliery Vs. Management of 
Bhutidiunda (joUiery), 2008 (3) Mh. L. J. 660 (Shyamiao Vs. 
State) and mai^ others. 

It was also submitted that Bank has taken the shelto’ 
ofbi-paitite settlement, which was entered into by the Bank 
andStaff Federation and the wmkman is not a meniber of 
the said union and the said settlement is not favourable to 
the workman and as sudi, the workman is not bound by 
such settlements and the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages. 

7. On the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the workman was 
appointed temporarily and he was duly considered by the 
party No. 1 for permanent absorption in the bank, as per 
the settlements and as such, he was interviewed and was 
put in the waiting list and as the waiting list lapsed on 
31-3<1997,hehasnoright for pomanent absorption or le- 
ai^intment and inOJC No. 9039 of 1997 (G Madhavtao 
Vs. SBI)theH<Hi’ble Division Bench of Oii^WghC^ourt, 
while deciding the claim of some candidates whose names 
were in the waiting list of the Bank, for^jpointment, basing 
on the said list have held that the applicants are not entitled 
to get aity relief when the selection list came to an end on 
31-3 <1997 and against the said order, special leave 
{Qjplication (Civil) No. CC 3081 of 1999 was filed before the 
Hon’ble Apex C^urt but the Special leave petitions were 
dismissed by the Hon’ble Apex Court on merit and 
therefore, the workman is not entitled for any relief It was 
also submitted that as the engagement of the worionan 
was purely on casual and temporary basis intermittently, 
diK to administrative exigencies and need of work as 
messenger and was not as per procedure for permanent 
^a£f, his termination caimot be termed as retrenchment 
and in view of the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Courts, 
even if it is found that the worionan had completed more 
than 240 days of work, he is not entitled for regularization 
or reinstatement in service and as such, he is not entitled 
for at^ relief In support of the contentions, reliance has 
be^fdacedonthed^ions reportedinAIR 1997 SC 3657 
(Himanshu Kumar Vidltyathi Vs. State of Bihar), AIR 1997 
SC 3091 (Syndicate Bmik Vs. Shankar Paul), 2007 SCC 
(L&S) 163 (State of U P. Vs. Deshraj), 2006 SCC (L&S) 753 
(Secretary, State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi) and many 
others. 

Keeping in view the principles enunciated the 
Hon’ble Courts in the decisions, on which reliance has 
been placed by the parties, now the present case at hand 
is to be decided. 


8. So for the first contention that the workman was 
woridng fiom 1985 with the Bank continuously for more 
than 12 years is concerned, I find no force in the same as 
because, there was no such pleading in the statement of 
claim and as no evidence was adduced in support of the 
same. The workman has specifically plea^ that he 
worked fiom August 1995 to December, 1997 and his 
services were terminated on 1-1-1998. In his evidence 
also, he has reiterated the same. Hence, the contention 
raised by the learned advocate for the workman caimot be 
accepted. 

9. Ihe wmkman thou^ has claimed he was called 
for interview for the vacant and regular post of messenger 
and was selected and appointed as messenger, no 
document has been file! in this response. Rather, the 
documents filedby the worionan show that his emi^c^ent 
as messenger was on ten porary basis for specific period, 
which was being extended fiom time to time. 

Admittedly the as^intment of the workman was 
tenqx>iaiy for intermitted! durations. The workman has 
pleaded such fitets in his ^atement of claim. 

10. However, the daimctf the wmkman in this case is 
not based on the waiting list prepared by the Bank. 
According to the claim of the workmim, he was ai^inted 
tenqjorarily in August, 1995 and continue till Decenfoer 
1997 and as he had completed more than 240 days of 
continuous woik in a calendar year, the termination of his 
services without following the mandatory provision of the 
section 25-F of the Act is illegal and for that he is entitled 
for reinstatement in service. 

ThepartyNb. 1 has denied the claim of the worionan. 

11. Perused the record including the statement of 
claim, written statement, oral and documentary evidence 
adduced tty the parties and written notes of arguments. It 
isthe admitted case of the workman that he was ^pointed 
temporarily. The documents filed tty the worionan show 
that he was engaged as a temporary messenger and not on 
permanent basis. There is nothing on record to show that 
the workman was appointed by following due procediu^ 
of appointment appli^leto the Bank. So it is clear from 
the evidence that the workman was working on casual basis 
as a temporary messenger. 

On perusal of the documents filed by the workman it 
is found that the appointment of the workman was purely 
on temporary basis for a specific period and his re¬ 
appointment on fiesh basis fiom time to time on the basis 
specific order. It is also found fiom the documents that 
in orders for temporary appointment, specific condition 
has been mentioned that the appointment to be purely 
temporary in nature due to exigency of work and need of 
the Bank and the workman would not be entitled to claim 
permanent employment and the workman accepting the 
condition had worked with party No. 1. It is also found 
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from the documents that the temporary appointment was 
made by the Branch Manager of the Bank. 


for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 1*1-1998, the 
provisions of section 25-F are not ai^licable to this case. 


It is also well settled the Hon’ble Apex Court in a 
number of decisions including in the decision of the 
Constitutional Bench reported in AIR 2006 SC 1806 
(Secretaiy, State of Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi and 
Others) that unless the appointment is in terms of the 
relevant rules and after a proper comj^tition among 
qualified persons, the same would not confer any ri^t on 
the appointee and if it is a contractual appointment, the 
appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract 
and if the appointment is on casual basis, the same would 
come to an end, when it is discontinued and a temporaiy 
employee has no right to claim to be made permanent and 
on expiry of the term of his appointment, he do not entitled 
for reinstatement in service. 


12. There is also no legal evidence on mcmd to show 
that ftesheis were appointed as messengers by the party 
No. 1, after the termination of the service of the workman 
and the workman was not given empk^ment dnd as such, 
it cannot be held that there was violation of the provisions 
of sections 25-G and 25-H of Act and Rule 77 of the Rules. 
Hence, it is ordered: 

ORBER 

The action of the Dy. General Manager, State Bank 
of India, Raipur (CG) in terminating the services of 
Shri Ashru Ranjan Dey Saikar, S/o Shri Anand Dey 
Sarkar, Ex-messenger, is legal and justified. The 
workman is not entitled for any relief. 


Applying the principle emiivnated by Ih>n"ble Apex 
Courts to the present case at hand, it is found that the 
provisions of section 25-F are not applicable to this case 
as from the documents filed by the workman show that his 
appointment was coming to an end at the end of the 
contract and as such, the workman has no right to claim 
reinstatement in service. 

Moreover, it is well settled by the Hon’ble Apex Court 
in number of decisions that the initial burden of proof is on 
the workman to show that he completed 240 days of service 
in the preceding 12 months efthe date of alleged tennination 
and the onus of proof doesn’t shift to employer nor is the 
burden of proof on the workman discharged, merely 
because employer fails to prove a defence and filing of 
affidavit of the workman to the effect that he had worked 
for 240 days continuously or that the workman had made 
repeated representation or raised demands for 
reinstatement, is not sufficient evidence that can discharge 
the said burden and other substantive evidence needs to 
be adduced to prove 240 days’ continuous service. 

In this case, the workman has claimed that his 
services were terminated on 1-1-1998. So now, it is to be 
seen as to whether the workman has been able to discharge 
the initial burden to show that he worked for 240 days in 
the preceding 12 months of 1-1-1998. In support his claim, 
the workman besides filing his affidavit has filed documents 
in regard to his appointment and the said document have 
been marked as exWbits W-4 to W-33 . The said documents 
show that the workman worked for 31 days, 28 days, 31 
days, 30 days, 29 days and 31 days in January, February, 
March, April, June and July of 1997 respectively. No 
document has been filed by the workman to show that he 
worked in\fay 1997 and after 31-7-1997 till 31-12-1997. 
The total working days in the preceding 12 months of 
1 -1 -1998 comes to 180 (%s. There is no other evidence on 
record to show that the workman completed 240 days of 
work in the preceding 12monthsof 1-1-1998. As die wcMkman 
has failed to discharge the initial burden that he worked 


J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
23 3PrRT,2011 
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New Delhi, the 23rd August, 2011 

S.O. 2546.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 22/ 
2001) of the Centi^ Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Reserve Bank of India and their worionan, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
23-8-2011. 


(No. L-1201 l/2/2001-IR(B-I)] 
RAMESH SINOI, DeskOfficer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI JJP. CHAND,PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIFCUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/22/2001 

Date; 02-08-2011 

Party No, 1 ; The R^onal Director for Maharashtra, 

Reserve Bank of India, 

Nagpur (M.S.)440 002 
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Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri Secretaiy, 

Reserve Bank Employees Association, 
B.M.S. OfiBce Mandir Marg, 

Sitabuldi, Nagpur-440 012 

AWARD 

(Dated: 2nd August, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management oftheReserveBankd'India andtheirwoikman, 
for adjudication, as per letter No. L-12011/2/2001 -IR(B-I), 
dated 16-5-2001, with the following schedule: 

“Whether the action of the management of Reserve 
Bank of India, Nagpur in deny for discussion with 
the unrecognized union (namely : Reserve Bank 
Employees Nagpur) operating in the bank in regard 
to the problems and grievances of individual workers 
relating to their service keeping in view of the 
judgement of Hon’ble S.C. and H.C. of Orissa is 
justified? If not, what relief the said union is entitled?' 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties to file their req^ective statement of claim and 
Vv'ntten staten^nt, in response to which, the union, Reserve 
Bank Employees Association, (the “union” in short) filed 
the statement of claim and the management of Reserve 
Bank of India (“the party No. 1” in short) filed the written 
•^temenf. 

The case of union as projected in the statement of 
claim is that it is a registered trade union of the class-III 
employees having sizeable following of the employees in 
class III cadre at Nagpur and as per the verification of 
membership last conducted by the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour in 1983-84, the Union had 49.4% 
membership of class-III employees at Nagpur and it has 
also been granted “check ofi” facility by the Bank and 
such facts, ipso facto prove that it is a representative union 
of the Class-III employees in terms of the code of 
Discipline, formulated by the Government of India, NfinisUy 
of Labour for public seaor industries and the above facts 
were admitted by the bank in the affidavit sworn on 
8-7-1984, before the Hon’ble High Court of Judicature, 
Mumbai, Nagpur Bench in Writ Petition No. 539 of 1984 
and the party No. 1 is a body corporate and is a state 
within the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of 
India and the party No. 1 has its ofiSces in almost all the 
state capitals and it has also an office at Nagpur since 
1956, governing, controlling and regulating the Bank 
activities in V^dhaibha Region and the adjoining areas. 


The further case of the union is that it is affiliated to 
its Apex body, “All India Reserve Bank Workers 
Organisation”, which is affiliated to “Bhartiya Mazdoor 
Sangh”, the largest union of the country as per the 
Government Census and its rival union, “Reserve Bank of 
India Employees Association” (affiliated to AIRBE A) also 
fimetions at the Bank’s Nagpur office and the bank has 
been, granting full patronage to the said union and showing 
favoritism to the said union so much so that its voice is 
strangulated and the party No. 1 refuses to have any 
dialogue with its office bearers and refuses to respond to 
the problems of the individual employee taken up by its 
and docs not give any sort of cognizance to its existence 
and the patronage given to its rival union amounts to 
unfiur labour practice, prohibited under the V Schedule of 
the Act and the Hon’ble Apex Court, in the case of Balmer 
Lawrie Workers Union Bombay and another versus Balmer 
Lawrieand Co. Ltd., reported in AIR 1985 SC-311 have held 
the statutory right of an unrecognized union to meet and 
discuss the problems and grievance of individual workers 
with the emplcyer and the Hon’ble High Court of Orissa, 
in Writ Petition No. OJC 8863/97, in the case of Orissa State 
Bank Officers Association versus Union of India and others, 
maintaining the ratio deciderKli of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
have held that the unregistered union has a right to 
statutory recognition and right to meet and discuss the 
problems and grievance of individual workers, with the 
employer and vide its letter dated 22-11-1999, it had 
requested the Governor of the Bank at Central Office, 
Mumbai invoking his administrative jurisdiction to grant 
representative status to it at local levd, in the bade ground 
of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble Courts and in 
the wake of guidelines set by Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour in the code of Discipline, formulated 
for the public sector industries and the said letter was also 
endors^ to the Secretary to Government of India, Ministry 
of Labour, New Delhi and to the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central) at Nagpur but the highest echelon 
of the Bank willfully denied its just and valid request by 
observing mute silence and there has been no 
communication what so everfiom the Central Office, which 
amounts to denial of its just demand and thereafter, it had 
requested the i»rty No. 1 to hold discussions in respect of 
the cases of Shri P.V. Lohakare, Shri RS. Ambhaikar, Shri 
AA Paraigape, Shri AN. Chahakhekar, Sim AD. Kulkami, 
Shri P.S. Nimbekar and Shri B.D. Nandanwar to solve the 
issues and the matter was subsequently reported to the 
Regional Labour Commissioner (Central) Nagpur and it 
was seized for conciliation by the competent authority i.e. 
AssistantLabour Commissioner, Nagpur on 11-7-2000, but 
the conciliation ended in failure and as such, the 
conciliation officer submitted the failure report to the 
Central Government on 11-1-2001 recommending that it 
has a piima-facie case and the right to representation 
locally is vested on it and the denial of such a right and to 
grant favour to the rival union amounts to un^r labour 
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practice and the seven cases annexed with the statement 
of claim amply establish that the party No. 1 has turned a 
blind eye and a deaf ear to the vexed problem of the 
employees and the representative right to it The Union 
has pnQ^ed to direct the parly No. 1 to grant representative 
status to it at local level at Nagpur and to hold discussions 
with it, whenever the problems of individual worker are 
taken up, as per the decisions of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
and Hon’ble Orissa High Court and to issue a mandate to 
observe the provisions of law without ar^ discrimin^oa 

3. The party No. 1 in its written statement has 
pleaded inter-alia that the dispute is not an industrial 
dispute within the meaning and scope tl^ provisions of 
Section 2(k) of the Act and the union is an unrecognized 
and unrepresentative union of class-m employees and “All 
India Reserve Bank of Employees Association” is the 
recognized and representative union clasS'IU mnployees 
of the bank, with whom, the bank has ent^ed into various 
settlementsfromtimetotime and the service conditions of 
its staff are governed by the Reserve Bank of India (StafO 
Regulations, 1948 and instructions issued by the Bank 
from time to time and staff in class-m and IV are also 
governed by the awards and settlements entered into 
between the bank and the representative unions atdififerent 
points of time and it is under no obligation to discuss or 
negotiate with any union in view of the principles 
envisaged the Hon’ble Bombay High Court (Nagpur 
Bench) in writ petitmn No2000/84 in the case of “All India 
Reserve Bank Woricers Organization Vs. Reserve Bank of 
India”. It is further pleaded by the party No. 1 that in the 
year 1966, a joint meeting of the unions, Bank and Ministry 
of Labour, Government of India had been held and it had 
been decided in the said meeting to recognize one union 
for representing class-lll employees and another union 
for representing class-IV employees of the Bank and any 
deviation from the understanding would not be proper, as 
itmayleadto industrial unrest in the bank and the bank 
and the recognized unions have ^:oepted the Code of 
Disc4)line, in terms of which both the parties have accepted 
certain obligations and one of the obligations enjoined 
upon the bank is to recognize one union with largest 
membership of class-m employees and the unum, “All 
India Reserve Bank Employees’ Association” has the all- 
India membership of over 89.2% of class-m employees of 
the Bank as on 31 -3-2000 and the said recognized union 
enjoys the confidence of the majority of the employees 
and as such, it did not extend recognization to any other 
union or to hold negotiation on demands with aity minority 
union. 

It is also averred by the party No. I that the Bank had 
filed the writ petition No. 1339/91 challenging tl^ legality 
and correctness of the Award (Khatri Award) passed by 
the Presiding OfiScer of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal No. 1, Bmnbay on28-2-199land the Ikm’ble Court 
disposed the said writ petition modifying the Award partly 


with the observation that, “I do not find any fault at all if 
the Reserve Bank of India decides as a matter of policy to 
deal with, negotiate and enter into settlements witha union, 
which has the support of overwhelming largest majority 
employees belonging to class-IU ”. 

By no stretch of imagination the case could be said 
to have laid down the principle that the management is 
obliged to negotiate with each and every union irreqiwctive 
of the support it commands. In any case, on the basis of 
the facts a^ circumstances of the case before me, without 
any allegations of mala fide or atty other unfoir labour 
practice against the Reserve Bank of Irulia, I do not see 
any impropriety or unfoinwss if the Reserve Bank of India 
d^swith, negotiates and enters into settlements with 
the Association, which is a recognized union as per the 
Code of Discipline by the Reserve Bank of India, which is 
having the support of overwhelming large majority of the 
employees arid with whom the Bank has been entering 
imo settlements for over a long period from 1935 i.e. from 
inception till this date. 

Under the circumstances, if the claim of the 
Organization or the Federation is to the effect that they 
should be called for negotiations simultaneously while 
the Reserve Bank of India is negotiating or entering into 
settlements with the Association, the said claim caimot be 
accepted. It the claim of the Federation or Organisation is 
to the effect that before implementing the settlements or 
concluding settlements with the Association, though 
simultaneously, but separately, they must be consulted or 
called for negotiations on that issue even the said claim 
caimot be accepted. It must be stated that it is also in the 
interest of industrial peace that the management is 
negotiating and settling issues with one union, of course, 
having majority support. Therefore, even to that extent, 
the claim of the Fe^ration and Organisation cannot be 
upheld and the award passed by the Central Govenunent 
Industrial Tribunal declaring to the effect that the action 
of the management of the Reserve Bank of India in not 
inviting the Organization and the Federation (minority 
unions) and directing to call those unions for discussions 
was quashed by the Hon’ble High Court and the order 
was modihed deleting the observations casting obligations 
on the Bank to call unrecognized union also for negotiations 
and the two decisions cited by the union has no relevancy 
to the facts in the present case. 

The further case ofthe party No. 1 is that verification 
of membership was conducted at Nagpur Office, on 
30-6-2001 and out of 738 total class-IU employees, 420 
employees were the members ofthe recognized union and 
the union had only 293 members (about 40%) of total class- 
IU employees and as per Bank’s policy, recognition has 
been accorded to the unimt having membership of majority 
of employees and the union has neither at all India level 
nor at local level has majority following among the class- 
IU employees, so it has not been recognized and the claim 
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of the union that it is holding the status of “Representative 
union” is not tenable and the &ct that “check ofiT facility 
is granted to the umon does not in any way established 
that it is a representative union and the allegations of 
patronage and step motherly treatment are unfounded and 
there is no unfair labour practice and it will not enter into 
discussion/negodations with an unrecognized union as a 
matter of policy but the representations made by them will 
definitely be taken into account and necessary action would 
be taken in the circumstances, which denmnd the same 
and in view of the fact that as the union is unrecognized, 
no reply was given by the Bank to its letters and it meets 
and dscusses the employees’ common issues with the 
recognized union and there are six unrecognized registered 
unions of class-III in Nagpur office itself and dealing with 
the minority unions will only complicate the issues and 
may not lead to any settlement or understanding because 
of inter-union rivalry and the issues raised by the union 
vide their various letters relating to individual employees 
had been considered cases and suitable action had been 
taken in the matter at the appropriate stage, as mentioned 
in the separate statement attached to the written statement 
as “annexure-n” and the union is not entitled for any relief. 

4. In support of its claims, the union has examined 
Sanjay Muralidhar Chepurwar, its secretary as a witness. 
In his examination-in-chief, which is on affidavit, the 
witness for the union has reiterated the facts mentioned in 
the statement of claim However, in his cross-examination, 
the witness has stated that his union is not a recognized 
union and at present 39% workmen are members of their 
union and Reserve Bank of India has not recognized their 
union and for that, the Bank does not invite them for 
discussion in respect of the problems of individual workman 
and the Reserve Bank of India has recognized the union. 
Reserve Bank of India Employees Association, 

No oral evidence has been adduced by the party 

No. 1 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the union that Section 36 of the Act 
contains the provisions regarding the representation of 
the workman and the employer in any proceeding under 
the Act and the right which can be enforced is only of 
participation in any proceeding under the Act and no other 
right and such right can be exercised by recognized trade 
union to the exclusion of others, only when recognition 
has been granted under any law for the time being in force 
and in the present dispute, the union is not claiming any 
right of participation in any dispute in any proceeding 
under the Act and the union is claiming the right of 
discussion with respect the members of the union in respect 
of the individual disputes and so far the Reserve Bank of 
India, there is no recognized union, which has been given 
recognition under the provisions of law and as such, it can 
be held that the party No. 1 is misrepresenting the law and 
the judgment reported in (1965) 2 LLJ, 162 was not about 


discussion with the trade union but was about participation 
in proceedings under the Act and in view of the facts 
mentioned in the rejoinder by the party No. I, it is clear 
that recognition has not been giveii granted to “All India 
Reserve Bank Employees’s Association” under any law 
and the party No. 1 is misleading the Tribunal and if the 
scope of Sections 10 and 11 of the Act is considered, then 
it will be observed that the Tribunal is empowered to 
adjudicate and decide every dispute referred to it, including 
the present dispute and the party No. 1 is denying the right 
to the union only because of the existence of the so called 
recognized union, which is not there in accordance with 
the provisions of any law and as such, the action of the 
party No. 1 is illegal and arbitrary and the reference is to be 
answered in negative. 

In support of such contentions, reliance was placed 
onthededsions reported in AIR 1985 SC-311,1999(i)OLR- 
271 (All Orissa State Bank Officers’ Association Vs. Union 
of India and others), 1996(3) ALT 1015 (AP) (The Chairman 
and Managing Director, Indian Airlines Ltd., New Delhi Vs. 
Indian Airlines Technical Assistants Union) and judgement 
in Writ Petition No. 1639 of 1991 of Hon’ble High Court of 
Bombay. 

6. C)n the other hand, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party No. 1 that the judgment of the 
Hon’ble Orissa High Court in the case of All Orissa State 
Bank Officers’ Association Vs. Union of India and others 
in OJC No. 8863 of 1997 has already been set aside by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in review petition (Civil) Nos. 1111/ 
1112 of 2(X)2 reported in JT 2003(6) SC-345 and as such, the 
judgment of the Hon’ble Orissa High Court has no 
application to the present dilute. It was fiirther submitted 
that the Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 305 (All India Reserve Bank Employees 
Association Vs. Reserve Bank of India), which was 
rendered by a bench comprising four Hon’ble Judges have 
held that, “the next demand made by both the association 
and the union was that they should be allowed to 
participate and represent workers in disputes between an 
individual workman and the Reserve Bank. The Tribunal 
did not accept this contention for the good reason that if 
unions intervene in every industrial dispute between an 
individual workman and the establishment the internal 
administration would become impossible. In our judgement, 
this demand caimot be allowed and in view of the principles 
enunciated by the Hon’ble Apex Court, in the decisions 
reported in AIR 1966 SC 305 (Supra) and JT 2003(6) SC 345 
(Supra), the reference is to be answered in affirmative. 

In support of such contentions, reliance was placed 
on the decisions reported in AIR 1966 SC 305 (Supra), JT 
2003(6) SC 345(Supra) and the judgment of the Hon’ble 
High (2ourt of Judicature of Bombay in Writ Petition No. 
1639 of 1991 (Reserve Bank of India Vs. All India Reserv e 
Bank Workers Organisation and others). 
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7. Perused the pleadings of the patties and the 
evidenoe, both oral and (tocumentaiy OP leoorf. The Union 
has placed lehanoe on the decision of the Hon*ble Apex 
Court as reported in AIR 1985 SC-311 (Supra). 
with respect, lam of the view that the said judgment has 
no plication to the present case at hand, as in that case, 
the p(^ for considei^on before the HonT>le Apex Court 
was in respect of Section 20(2) and Section 22 of the 
Maharashtra Recognition of Tra^ Union and Prevention 
(tfUnfoir Labour Practices Act, along with Secti<m 2Aof 
the Industrial Disputes Act, which is not the point for 
consideration in the present case in hand and so also in 
viewofthejudginentoftheHon'bleApexCouxtas rqxxted 
in AIR 1966 SC 305(Supra), which is a judgment of larger 
bench of the Apex Court 

It is also found fix)m record that the judgment of the 
Hon'ble Orissa High Court in OJC No. 8863 of 1997 has 
already been set aside by the Hon'ble Apex Court in the 
judgment as reported in JT 2003(6) SC 345(Si9ra). In the 
said judgment, the Hon'ble Apex Court have held that, “In 
our view, the contention urged by the counsel for the 
review petitioner has merit and need acceptance. There is 
no common law right of a trade union to represent its 
members, whether for purposes of collective bargaining or 
individual grievances of members. This is aninroad made 
into the ccanmon law by special statutes. Either the special 
statute op»mfis proprio vigore, or it doesn't In the situation 
before us, it is un^sputed that rule 24(a) on which the 
re^ndent association and the High Court traced rdiance 
has no application. This is accepted even in Uk juc^ment 
under review. Nonetheless, on general principles of equity, 
justice and fair play the judgment under review holds that 
the minority trade union should also be afforded an 
opportimity (tf ventilating individual grievances of its 
members. It ^;)pears to us that, in doir^ so, the attention 
of this Court was not adverted to the elabonde grievance 
procedure machinery which is in existence and the details 
of which was placed on record. Having considered the 
matter in its entire perspective, we are inclined to agree 
with the submissions, of the review petitioner. We do not 
think the denying such a right of representation to the 
minority union, when such a right is not conceded even to 
the majority union amounts to discrimination requiring 
redressal at the hands of the High Court. It is also not 
possible for the High Court to exercise its powers under 
Article 226 to direct an employer to bring into existence 
such a system of representation in grievance procedure. 
In the absence of arbitrariness or discrimination, in our 
judgment, there was no scope at all for interference in 
exercise of writ jurisdictioa It is urged by Shri Salve for the 
review petitioner that the application of such a principle in 
one zone might create serious repercusrions all over, since 
the bank has branches throughout the country. We also 
noticed that the appropriate government in respect of the 
State Bank of In^a is the Central Government and the 


ridn natfe by tte Stara GkwtnmMnt Gumot be 
agBiaA it Goiiiidering all aspects of the matta; ftappesn 
to 08 that dra review pedtioiisiiiiist be alkm^ as there 
crucial issues were not oonsideied in the jndgni^ onder 
review." 

In view of the judgments of the Hon'ble Apex Court 
inthe tuodbcisiaos, AIR 1966 SC305(8iipra)andlr20(^) 
34S(SupraX with respect 1 am of the view that the judgments, 
Rporiedin 1996(3) ALT 1015 (DB) (Supra) and writpetition 
No. 1639/91, on which reliance has been placed by the 
union have no application to the present case at hand. 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court as mentioDed above in the two decisions, to 
the present case at hand, it is found that the action ofthe 
first party cannot be said to be unjustified. Hence, it is 
ordei^: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Reserve Bank oS 
India, Nagpur in deny for discussion with the 
unrecognized union (namely : Reserve Bank 
Employees Nagpur) operating in the bank in regard 
tot^problems and grievances of individualwoikeis 
relating to their service keeping in view of the 
judgment of Hon'ble S.C. a^ H.C. of Orissa is 
justified. The Union is not entitled to any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^^c^,24 3PIRT, 2011 

'U»r,«r, 2547.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ UHT17 ^ 

W 127/2005 ) 

"Uit ii*rifVin i^, ^ 24-8“2011 ^ 

^ rit I 

[u T(?r-400i2/50/2005-3n^ m ] 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2547,—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 127/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tritaal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Aimexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the »iq>k^ers in relation to tlie 
management of BSNL and their workman^ which was 
received by the Central Government on 24*-8^11. 

[No, L40012/50/2005-m(DU)l 
JOHNK^O, UtKfer Sec> 


3360GI/2011—21 
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31^ 

4lhni« 3<fl|lb<ui ^ «|lf •4I«IWI|, 
TWfim 127/2005 

L^12/50/2005/-lR(DU) 

10-11-2005 

tfcRSfR ftRHl, 

W filRR 
^^-2, 

XlflfWH 

f^RTRr 14-7-2011 

3Tf^lf?m, 1947 ^ tlRT 10 ^ 3RPftT 1^ dl jq lOw 

“Whether the contention of the Union that woikman 
Shri Prakash Chandra Bhati S/o Shri Bhanwar Lai 
Bhati has completed 240 days service during the 
period fiom 2-6-1977 to 1-3-1978 on daily wages and 
his services were illegally terminated by GMTD, 
BSNL, Kota w.e.f 2-3-1978 is correct ? If yes, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to and from which 
date?” 

3iwf ^ Ud4 - >Ti gffq? ^ i “gsBiRr, 

*lKn '<''■5 ‘^fcUlNi, SKI ^tTR, 

2-6-1977 IW*!? 

^ f^RIRT 1-3-1978 ^ fRm RJPf ^ ^ 240 ^ 

^ i 13n«ff ^ 

^ 2-3-1978 ^ arf^d^, 1947^ 

RRi 25F ^ aravuT ^ WR ^ 

TRi I ^ ^ "RF rit tar 1 ^ SRI 

f^, 1957 ^ 77 ^ 3RPhT «ri t McH 

^ W?H %RI cWT ^ ^ FZR ^ ^ 

Tm f^?7fk -sTTfs ^ gifiRT ^ 

^ ^ snJRfi srfid^ 

^ RRT 25G ^ a?^#?RT ^ if F2RT t I 

3T^ "3^ ^ ^ cfH? 9lte TW«KFI ^ 


^ TW W I ^ ^ MftRT 1^ ^ ^ 

lim25Hl?R*1^ 1957 ^ 58 

3raf«if llftplft SKI f^HN> 13-2-2006 ^ ^ 

^ 3lfil TORT ^ ^ ans ■apnat ingtT ^ ^ RT 

irvj R e^ RtfeB-aiRtf^ri^^ I 

RifeR R)t wft^ ^ 3nn«if cRRT^ 
3Rfr«m Riff f3R I aW: ftRRT 9-8-2010 Rit 3T91«if ^ 1^ 
Tgg ^ <H I ^V I Rl fid f^M\ riRT I mfer 4-10-2010 

^ 3npff ^ 3jk 3rf^i^R?n 

4)|44I^ frRRT 1^ 'an^ ^ T^RT 3n^ IR^fT cWT 
3ifrTOR-Rir iR^d ^ ^ aram w I MyriRi,< ! itiT fhfrntf 
’T 31^ a^k R ^ 3nn<ft ^ 3ik ^ ^ 

I 

^ WiR ^ ^ 7m-R3T 

TOT'^lRgJT to 2-6-1977 1-3-1978 

n*f) ♦1'4^ ^ ^ '*IMI*n ^ 451 ®hl4 t^iT^ '>1l4 ^ TRT 

3Rr®T-Rir t I 

3rfhf¥W ^ ^ riRiT^ -qato ^ ar^cta 

ft»MJ I 

3n«if ^ 3n^ Tm-'q? ■^f ^ ^ 

W t 2-6-1977 ^ 1-3-1978 

Rhftriai^^^toT'^240^ 
^ aqfrlRj 7IR> ^RRR *t»i4 tqfRli^ 1I^RT 45 !^ qrrRT 

1-3-1978 to 

riRT (atn?^ 3R5T RJ«B ^ qTR«fq rr?t 
ftori A.E.R Auto Installation, «Btel RR TRRT-qq 

toRT 11-8-1978 3R^ to t 3n«ff SRI ■qarjgc ^ 

i( to^ 2-6-1977 ^ toq» 1-3-1978 ^ afRf^ ^ 
RRRT siRif^w ton % I 

yi g ff qra f ¥^ ^Wffi1%gT3ngif^1^TRr-'q^ 
aRP fq r gt i ^ ^ ^ ■ariR TR^cT 

S^TT i 3m: 3n«if SRI "sregiT t??? 'srwf ^ 

WT«Fr ^ R ■rM R)T ^ 3iraR r^‘ t i 

RF to ^ ^ iiRfto riR to "q^ «iT ^ F^ 
i2‘RiF^3mPiT^‘to240tototo 
t I to^WT-R^'^'toFHr^^^ 1-3-1978 
2-6-1977 ^ 1-3-1978 ^ tov 240 to to to ^ 
i aqto ^ to?r Rto *i4c)i?l ^ ^r^ r 
3tof Rq to ^3TT t I Fto at^tlRT uirif SRI 

3RgcT 3IRm-RR ^-anto to t to to ^ 3TtRR q^ RF 
toto ^>7^1 Tpn t to to "fr?! stof ^ to 
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«ft ww t I 3m: Tn*!! ina iR?p 

■mr 1"3^ 

240 ^ 3rfimr ^ ^ 17WT-3^ sfftiPm ^ 

3n«lf 3n^ w?-*q?r w i ftr *3^ ¥2i^ 

3^ ^PlM ftSTlk, 3rw< 3|Tft ^ 7i*n <r^ 

iFzr^ ^ ^ TRs^R'n 3iit ^?r ^ xm l^ spt^ 

^ ^ 3mjR •qi •mr ^Riftra 3iff ^ ftr Tii«(f 

^ 3^ w ^ ^ m w I 

3m; 3RgfTT?rw^3iroR TIT in«ff3Tsn«lfwi^ 25(G) sfti 
25(H) ^ iimwff tkt 3fflm wn Tu ftm wA 3TTmT 

Tflt i 

3n«ff^3a^^^mmn'm^, I978^i3«n1imi^^ 
^mrf^t3^T3^^2005’^^!mfln27 W I 

l^im^ 331% 3^^ 3!m^IT0T ^ T|i^ TnT'>T 3^ 

t ^ 3TO ^ ^ITR 3Pff ift w ^Wir ^ ^ 

TRiNsR ^WT®i ^?il%I ^nif% in<if ^ Tiif^ 
3JT% ^ inra TP t ftp 3^ 3»W%33 3it ITO 25F ^ 

3% ggrm m w t 3T273%T%3rawmiTl*mP3 

3% ^fW«M T3I% ^ 35% ^ 3PP 3R% 3^ 3f^ 

I 

■9I«ff % w 3m 3>T 3n^T 3?^ 3^ ftmi t % 35% 
35ir^ 5^ 3 tt wr 3m 33^ ?'5n«ff3% 

mnJsmftr Irmf V6-1977 ^ 1-3-1978 3m t Twr 1 *wp( 
331% 4 3«m i mk» i fam i i 3m:35pf^ir5pRi,3mf^ 

33TtTm3 fiO T 3 1 % 3r <?ft %(%3» 3%TlftT3l3gnT 3 3r % 
^ 3% T3I% ^ 3m TWT3 3«a% 3T TTO m3 ^ 

1^I31T mT% Tn«ff 3f%3> 3% Tlf^ ^ m3 5% 

3(H1 Tstm I 

33^331^15^33 51% 3n3R 3T 33 SRWwffel flfim 31131 
t ^ ^ 3ffff % 1^mi3r 2-6-1977 ^ 1-3-1978 3ft 3mfi? ^ 
240 1^ T% 3rf^ mM ft>3T t paf^ anntff p3 
2-3-1978 3% 4 |q>Pr mfi f3 K 3TftlpT33,1947 3% 313 25F^ 
Tn33Rf 3ftmpm1^1^^^^m^3?T%3ir^3i%3 
♦ ! v fiotw m im M 3n«ff sPrm anmft 5 % 3(3 msmmift 3ft 
3f^ 3 ^ ^ m3 ^ m% 33 aiftmnr 113^a5HR 33 m 

mft3l^3n3Tti 

3313 3ft 3ftTft!ftT 3^ mm 3% j fta ffi im ^313 
3lf^rf%33,1947 3ft 313 17( 1) ^ W ITI HPj 3ft 

3n% 1 

V?l ^ «fl<JWl3 3Tfe3i|ft 


24 331^3,2011 

mn: 33.2548.—aftalte ter arfU^, 1947 (1947 

3)1 14) ^ 313 17 3% 3 r j ; 3 3 i ? 5%, 3T3nf5C'S?3r ^313 
5^ 113333 ^ TTO Ml3 3 iT aftr 33^ ^ #3, 

31333 5% f%fi^ f33m ^ ^5?%3 3Tmrt afMftim 

3if^mr3i^ 33 (tMt^ 24/2010^ 

urniftm miift %, ^ *^*iO*i Tirmir 3% 24-8-2011 3 % urm 

^ 31 I 

[U 3?!-40011/7/2007-311^ 3IR(^ ] 

313? 3^ 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2548.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herri>y publishes the award (Ref. No. 24/ 
2010) of the Central Government Industrial TritHmal>cum> 
Labmir Ck)uft, Chennai as shown inthe Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of D^artment ofPost and their wcokman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
24^2011. 

[No. L4OOll/7/2OO7-IR0U)l 
JOHAN TOPNO. Under Secy. 

ANNEXUHE 

BSSORE IHE CENTRAE GOVERNMENT 
]NDIJS11tlALTRmUNAL<in^ COURT, 

CHENNM 

Tbesday, the 16th August, 2011 

PRESENT: 

A N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Oflniocr 

Industrial Dispute No. 24/2010 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 d 1947), 
between the Management of Superintendent of Post 
Offices and their Workman]. 

^TWEEN 

Sri C Swami Sundaram ... 1st Parly/Petitioner 

V& 

The Senior Superintmident of Post Offices, 
OqKUimentofPost, i 
O/o The Superintendent (rfPost Cffiices, 
Kanyalomiari Division; Nagercoil-629001 

I ... 2nd Party/Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

t 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : M/s. S. Jothivani, 

i Advocates 
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Bor the 2od|^^[ty/Maiuigeitteiit : SriA Ashok Kmnar, 

ACGSC 

AWUU> 

Tbe Cai|n4lGN)w^miiei^ Ministiy of l^abour vide 
its 0^ No. L-4dOlt/7/2067>IR (DU) date(?l 17-5-2010 
refereed t|»ii^aowiftgTiidBStrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
fora4iudic8^Qti^ 

71iMelKeAUi& in that order is: 

Supertnteoideid of Post Offices, Kanya Kumari 
DivtSKm^ Ne^ereoiliii terminating the services of 
SriCvSjtgpii&indaram 30-9-1996 is legal and 
ju8t^Oi^7Ifo0l» what relief the worionan is entitled 
to?** 

2. After ijifi receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
TyitenillLhiW nijirtwtrd it as ID 24/2010 and issued notices 

appearance through their 
A i ll t liOte ngd Uted lhea Glatmand Counter Statement as 

3. TfaBiQOilff^OQs in the Claim Statement briefly 
leadMloflowsi 

ThftpetitioBcr ap^piciidad as ED Post Master at Pallam 
bsr the Re^ppadent as per letter dated 27-10-1975 
w.e.f.23<’7-197!!3:««as made togoon leave in 19851^ 
Assistaiit SiqwiiDtiendent of Posts, Sri Sam Daniel 
toacommoodatei^. A Somasundaram, whereafter 
to handover charge back. 
Ote|44t )‘ti W^lmsame Assistant Superintendent 
of Posts duty on petitioner for no 

leascm atEdMk Somasundaram was protdsionally 
appoirtBdOP 18-11-1 On 30-9-1986 Char^Memo 

was isauad tA^ppritioiier ailing non-crediting of 
m> AfiQQBadMid^tillcnqmiy from 12-12-1986 
r<ddchiswftew^hilfidchBafeig. 1^ (>5cas 

OCNoa. 19,20,21,22.234k24of1987 he was tried 
SSP^^cm^OMd with Rule 8 enquiry which was 
suq)0aM«rj2^3-199O, He was acquitted in CC 
NoBi 19i2fr, 21 aadOGOvictedin CCNo. 22,23 and 24 
odlWjSlfmmMkdaled 4-4-1990 SSP removed him 
finBaerviee. lii a{ipeal against CC Nos. 22,23 and 
24 ha^Miaa acquit^ on^ 24«2rl993. On acquittal 
aflidiig aside the removal petitioner from service 
hgtmM^fihaisn^ShGeied afresh on 10-3-1994, after 
lOc^eam/ Chattsnge agaimd CImxge Memo was 
dismtewAI^ C<»EHtial Adnw Tribunal, 

Madias. The enqutnry heM was biased without 
suffieieifts qippiimripf to l^for def^^ and was 
ex-parte^DiB^sabwtris ordered on 30-9-1986 by SSP, 
Ko^dteattl Appeiddiited 3-1-1997 was rgec^ on 
22-94997. Ttesameiimatee^ to his revtew which 
W8sdaiiedlO-3499R lfrsmBny a representation to 
varioushigher-«q« wine in vain. Cb^es were that 
various amounts of dlqwsits accepted by him on 


23-7-1975 to 14-11-1985 in RD Account No. 549756 
inthenameofKum. J. SahayaMaiy@R5.100 in 18 
instances were not credited and thus petitioner 
mis^ropriated the amounts as detailed in the Claim 
Statement under caption “Article I”. Thereby he 
violated Rule 131 of Branch OfiBce Rules (6th Edition) 
^ling in absolute integrity and devotion to duty 
against Rule 17 of P&T ED Agents (Conduct and 
Service) Rules, 1964. Under Article H he is alleged of 
having not credited Rs. 100 each in 18 instances 
from 23-7-1985 to 14-11-1985 in RD Account 
No. 549758 in the name of Sri J. Anthony Raj and 
misappropriated the amounts violating the same 
rules. Under Article HI he was alleged of having 
k^t cash shortage of Rs. 1803.65 on 14-11-1985 
violating Rule 11 aim Rule 17 as above. Petitioner 
submitted his defence against the enquiry report on 
20-9-1996. In the enqp liiy principles of natural justice 
were violated. Peti^.ioner was not supplied with 
copies of documents or opportunity to inspect the 
documents. In the ist sence of proper notice of the 
enquiry he could cross-examine the witnesses. 
Ite also could not abx'md the eiuiuiiy due to ill-health 
and financial stringency He filed bias petition on 
10-7-1995 against Enquiry Officer. He would have 
proved his innooence if sufficient opportunities were 
afronted. Dismissal 1$ in violation of Section 25F of 
ID Act and Article 226 of the Constitution. There is 
unfair labour practice practised on him. On refusal 
by the Ministry to refer the dispute the reference is 
got made as per High Court Order in WP 4881 of 
2010. Hence the claim for reinstatement with all 
benefits. 

4. Counter Statement contentions briefly read as 
follows: 

On a surprise visit to Pallam Branch Post Office 
Account with Parakkai Sub-Post Office on 
14-11-1985 by Assistant Superintendent of Post 
Office a sum of Rs. 1803.65 was found short charged 
under unclassified payment on 14-11-1985 upon 
which petitioner voluntarily credited the amount. A 
further fraud to the tune of Rs. 8,170.20 in 15 
Recurring Deposit Accounts came to light. Charge 
Memo was issued. While so, he was convicted in 
Criminal Cases and Rule 8 enquiry was suspended. 
Finalizing the case under Rule 8(a) petitioner was 
removed from service by SSP on 4-4-1990. Though 
he was acquitted on appeal by the District Sessions 
C^urt, it being on a technical flaw of non-getting of 
pricv sanction for trial in Court he was not exonerated 
of the charges. Issuing a fresh memo on 11-3-1994 
after putting him under off-duty was upheld by the 
Onti^ Administrative Tribunal in OA No. 863 of 
1994 as per order dated 17-7-1995. Petitioner did not 
avail the ample opportunities to defend the case but 
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stayed away leading the enquiry to be held ex-parte. 
Charges were reported to be proved and he was 
dismissed on 30-9<1996. His appeal was rejected 
Revision was also rejected on 30-3*1998. ID raised 
was after 8-1/2 years. It was the petitioner who 
nominated A. Somasundaram as his substitute 
during leave period which was approved by the 
Assistant Superintendent of Post Offices. On 
14-11 -1985 when petitioner was put on off-duty A. 
Somasundaram was provisionally appointed in his 
place as per rules and procedure. Petitioner filed 
bias petition and adopted dilatory tactics without 
attending the enquiry. The bias petition was rejected 
under a speaking order. He could have attended the 
enquiry and requested for supply of documents. 
There was no stay against the enquiry. Appeal and 
Revision were rejected after careftil consideration. 
There is no violation of natural justice. The claim is 
to be dismissed 

5. Points for consideratimi are: 

6) Whether the termination ofthe petitioner is legal 
and justified ? 

^ To what relief the petitioner is entitled to ? 

6. Evidence consists of the testimony of WW1 and 
Ex. W1 to Ex. W50 on the petitioner’s side and the testimony 
of MWl and Ex. Ml to Ex. MU on the Respondent’s 
side. 

Points (i) and (ii): 

7. Heard both sides and perused the written 
arguments of the Respondent and other records and 
documents. It is argued on behalf of the petitioner by his 
learned counsel that the enquiry held was in a biased 
manner ex-parte without sufficient of^rtimity to produce 
documents. There is violation of principles of natural 
justice. The petitioner was not supplied with the copies of 
documents or allowed to inspect the documents. He was 
not allowed to engage a defence assistant. He could not 
cross-examine the witnesses. Even after a Bias Petition 
against Enquiry Officer the enquiry was not stayed. His 
ill-health and financial stringency also prevented him from 
attending the enquiry. He was not evading the enquiry. 
Request for supply of additional documents to the 
petitioner was not considered. He would have proved his 
irmocence if adequate opportunities were afforded. The 
enquiry was not held in terms of Rule 14 CCS (CCA) 
Rules. 

Unfair labour practice was practiced on him in 
dismissing him from service. The enquiry was not 
completed within 180 days as under Gramin Dak Sevak 
Service Rules. Putting him on off-duty equal to suspension 
without subsistence allowance is bad in law and is without 
sanction from higher authorities. Petitioner cannot be 


compelled to attend the enquiry in the absence of payment 
of subsistence allowance. 

8. On behalf of the Respondent it is argued by its 
teamed counsel that the petitioner was staying away fiom 
th(e enquiry for no valid reasons in spite of giving ample 
opportunities. His Bias Potion against the Enquiry Officer 
was only to delay the proceedings which was rejected 
after due consideration. Hence the enquiry was to be held 
ex-paite. For the proved misappropriation of money there 
is no place for misplaced sympathy. 

9. Reliance was placed on the decision ofthe Apex 
Court; 

In Janatha Bazar (South Kanaia Central Cooperative 
Wholesale Stores Ltd.) & Others Vs. Sahakari 
Naukarara Sangha and Others (2000-7-SCC-517) 
wherein the Apex Court held that “where the charge 
of misappropriation of goods was established in the 
domestic enquiry, and the delinquent employee was 
dismissed, held, the Labour Court erred in directing 
his leinstatoment with 25% bade wages (m the ground 
that his past record was without blemish - Further 
held, a proved case of misappropriation does not 
call for any sympathy”. 

In another decision in Divisional ControUet; KSRTC 
(NWKRTC) Vs. A.T. Mane (2005-3-SCC-254) it was 
held that “when an employee is found guilty of 
misappropriating a corporation’s funds there is 
nothing wrong in the corporation losing confidence 
or faith in such an employee and awarding 
punishment of dismissal - In such case there is no 
place for generosity or misplaced sympathy on the 
part of the judicial fomms and interfering therefor 
with the quantum of punishment. ” 

10. On an anxious consideration of rival contentions 
of the parties I am not led to the conclusion that the 
petitioner has a case for any relief. It is for proved 
misappropriation of money he was charged for which an 
enquiry was held. The instances in which petitioner was 
involved for misappropriation of money are various and 
pditioner himself was readily re-depositing the amounts 
found in shortfall and was virtually confessing the 
misconduct. He was put under suspension and a 
substitute was engaged in his place. The case of the 
petitioner that he was being victimized for default of his 
substitute, Somasundaram though canvassed as a 
contention is mere an argument without any substance. 
The enquiry cannot be challenged by the p^tioner as 
being not proper or legal for his own conduct of staying 
away from it without sufficient reason. The reasons put 
forth by him are different, mutually discrepant by which 
he alleges his inability to participate in the enquiry. That 
he did not get a copy of the documents, services of defence 
assistant, opportunity of cross-examination of the 
witnesses, oi-portunity to pursue the documents etc., are 
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only bald contentions which have no leg to stand unless 
it is proved that he was ever ready and willing to participate 
in tlu enquiry in all effectiveness. Discemibly has been 
avoiding the enquiry for some reason or other. In the 
absence of stay the enquiry was proceeded with in which 
the petitioner should have participated to defend the 
charges. His filing of Bias Petition against the Enquiry 
Officer seemingly duly considered and rejected there^er 
shows another instance at preventing the onward march 
of the enquiry. When the rules do not provide for payment 
of subsistence allowance or put-off duty allowance a claim 
that negation of that is illegal and not valid caimot be 
sustained. Discemibly the enquiry went well and the same 
is not open to challenge. The finding entered is also not 
bad for any reason. The punishment imposed is only to be 
upheld as just proportionate to the gravity of the offence. 
Therefore, there is no scope for interfering with the 
punishment as well. Hence, the punishment is also onty to 
be upheld and the petitioner is therefore not entitled to 
any relief. However, let the petitioner be paid a sum of Rs. 
50,000 (Rupees Fifty Thousand onty) by the Management 
in having to quit the service after putting in more than 10 
years of service without any benefits, though it is Ity way 
of forfeiture for his own misconduct, which may be 
something to mitigate his financial stringency, especially 
in the context of his having had to meet the cost of the 
proceeding herein/litigation expenses spread over different 
fora in relation to the same dispute. 

11. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronoimced by me in the open court on this 
day the 16th August, 2011). 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioner : WWl, Sri C. Swamy 

Sundaram 

For the 2nd Party/Management : MWl, Sri L. Gurusamy 
Documents Marked: 

From the Petitioner’s side: 


Ex No. 

Date 

Description 

EX.W1 

27-10-1975 

Letter of Appointment 

EX.W2 

14-11-1985 

Order of Put Off 

ExW3 

18-11-1985 

Order of Put Off 

EX.W4 

18-11-1985 

Order of provisional appointment 

ExW5 

30^1986 

Representation submitted by the 
petitioner 

ExW6 

13-9-1986 

Memo of Charges 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

EX.W7 

12-8-1988 

Judgment in CC No. 21 of 1987 

ExWS 

29-12-1989 

Order in CC No. 19 of 1987 

EX.W9 

29-12-1989 

Order in CC No. 20 of 1987 

EX.W10 

4-4-1990 

Order of removal finm service 

Ex.wn 

24-2-1993 

Judgment in Crl. Aj^peal No. 3 of 
1990 

EX.W12 

24-2-1993 

Judgment in Crl. Appeal No. 4 of 
1990 

EX.W13 

30-8-1983 

Judgment in Crl. Appeal No. 5 of 
1990 

EX.W14 

30^1983 

Representation submitted by the 
petitioner 

EX.W15 

2-3-1994 

Opinion offered by the Dt. P. P. 
Kanyakumari 

EX.W16 

11-3-1993 

Representation submitted by the 
petitioner 

EX.W17 

10-3-1994 

Order setting aside the order of 
removal 

EX.W18 

10-3-1994 

Order cancelling the charge sheet 

EX.W19 

11-3-1994 

II Memo of Charges 

EX.W20 

274-1994 

Office letter 

ExW21 

19-5-1994 

Office Order 

EX.W22 

13-6-1995 

Petition to the Enquiry Officer 

EX.W23 

9-8-1995 

Order rejecting the Bias Petition 

ExW24 

30-11-1995 

Order 

EX.W25 

9-1-1996 

Order rejecting the Review 
Petition 

EX.W26 

9-1-1996 

Order appointing Presenting 
Officer 

EX.W27 

22-2-1996 

Review Petition filed by the 
petitioner 

EX.W28 

26-6-1996 

Representation requesting supply 
of copies of the documents 

EX.W29 

30-9-1996 

Order of dismissal from service 

ExW30 

3-1-1997 

Appeal against the order of 
dismissal from service 

EX.W31 

19-11-19% 

Office Order 

EX.W32 

22-9-1997 

Order rejecting the appeal 

EX.W33 

31-12-1997 

Petition submitted by the 
petitioner 







iwi n—^ 3(ii)] 


17, 2011/^26,1933 


6727 


Ex.Na 

Date 

Description 

EX.W34 

30-3-1998 

Order rejecting the Revision 
Petition 

EX.W35 

11-7-2000 

Petition submitted by the 
petitioner 

)E^W36 

27-6-2001 

Petition submitted by the 
petitioner 

EX.W37 

18-3-2002 

Petition submitted by the 
petitioner 

EX.W38 

9^2002 

Petition before the Distt. Legal Aid 
Cbmmittee, Kanyakumari 

EX.W39 

10-2-2003 

Petition No, 52 laf2002 before the 
Distt. Legal Aid Committee, 
Kanyakumari 

EX.W40 

2003 

Reply 

EX.W41 

18-2-2003 

Reply from Karo^akumari Distt. 
Legal Services Authority 

EX.W42 

224-1983 

Reference from High Court Legal 
Services Committee 

EX.W43 

9U9-2005 

Reference fixHn High Court Legal 
Services Committee 

EX.W44 

Fd).2006 

Petition filed under Section 2A of 
the ID Act 

EX.W45 

5-12-2006 

Reply 

EX.W46 

7-2-2007 

Failure report 

EX.W47 

16-5-2007 

P.ejection Order to refer the 
dispute for Adjudication 

ExW48 

18-3-2010 

Order in WP No. 4881 of 2010 

EX.W49 

17-5-2010 

Order of Reference 

EX.W50 

2-6-2010 

Notice 

From the Managemont’s side: 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. Ml 

14-11-1985 

Shortage of office cash of Sri C. 
Swatny Sundaram 

Ex. M2 

23-1-1987 

Letter of In^aector of Police, <^se 
registered under Cr. No. 25/86 
u/s. 409IPC 

Ex M3 

29-12-1989 

Copies of Jugement in the Court 
of Judicial Magistrate No. II, 
CCIW Camp at Nagercoil in 
respect of C.C. No. 22/87 

ExM4 

30-9-1986 

Memo No, F1/7-1/85-86 issued to 
Sri C. Swainy Sundaram 


Ex No 

Date 

Description 

ExM5 

44-1990 

MemoNo.Fl/4-1/8546 

ExM6 

11-3-1994 

Memo No. FL/4-L/85-86 cf Drarges 

ExM7 

1994 

Juegement copy Original 
Application No. 863 of 1994 filed 
by Sri C. Swamy Sundaram before 
the Central Administrative 
Tribunal, Madras Bench 

ExM8 

30-9-1996 

Memo No. SSP/Con-1/% (Order 
ofDismissal) 

ExM9 

22-9-1997 

MemoNo. S'ra/15-17/97.98ofthe 
DPS (Reply of DPS in the appeal 
preferred by the delinquent 
official) 

ExMlO 

30-3-1998 

MemoNo. STB/16-104/97-98 of 
the Postmaster General (Reply of 
PMG Southern Region in the 
revision petition filed by the 
delinquent official) 

Ex Mil 

14-11-1985 

Shortage of office cash of 
&iitPaipaTanimal 


24 ^FTRI, 2011 


m, aw. 2549.—arf^rfw, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ VRT 17 *6-<{)<< 

«Ff*fft?FT 2Rf^ y4^d5» ^ ^14^1 Pi<<l'»i<^>T aflT'a^^ 

*^epRl ^ '^, 3T3^ -^f 

tiwK arfV^R'iT 9IR '<iim<n<i ^.-I, ^ 

172/2011) ^ ^sTcft i, ■ai^ 

24-8-2011 «1T 1 

[■^ T^^-42025/4/2011-5R^ m ] 

■51^ 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2549.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 172/ 
2011) of the Ontral Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
L^ur Court No. I, New Ddhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the mana gement of Municipal Corporation of Delhi and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-8-2011. 

[No. L42025/4/2011-IR pU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR RKYADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVX INDUSTRIAL TRfflUNAL NO. 1, 

KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX, 

KLHI 

LD. No. 172/2011 

Shri Madan Pal through 
The Municipal Employees’ Union, 

^smvalBha^^ G T Road, 

Tis Hazaii, Delhi-110054 

\^rsus 

The Conmussioner, 

Municipal Corporation ofDelhi, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Ddhi-l 10006 

AWARD 

1. Madal Pal was engaged as driver on contract basis 
for a period of six months on 12-8-04 by the Municipal 
Corporation ofDelhi (in short the Corporation). His term 
of appointment was extendable at the discretion of the 
Corporation and terminable without assigning ar^ reason. 
His term of appeantment was extended irom time to time. 
His services were disengaged by the Corporation vide 
order dated 26-4-2007, in accord^ce with Ae stipulation 
contained in appointment letter dated 11-8-04. 

2. Adii^xite was raisedl^him before the Conciliation 
Officer on 14-9-2010. Conciliation proceedings foiled ^d 
conducted on 24-3-2011. On 9-6-2011 an industrial dispute 
was raised before this Tribunal on behalf of Shri Madal 
Pal under the provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 2-A 
of the Ind 1 ]s^^ Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). 
Claimant presented t^t a period of 45 days stood expired 
from the date of making his application before the 
Conciliation Officer. According to him, sub-section (2) of 
Section 2Aof the Act empowers him to file a dilute before 
this Tribunal, without teing referred by the appropriate 
Government. Newly inserted provisions of sub-section 
(2) of Section 2 A cf the Act gave a right to the claimant to 
approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or otherwise termination of his service, 
without a dispute being referred by the appropriate 
Government under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the 
Act. 

3. On receipt of notice of the claim, the Corporation 
fil^ its written statement, wherein an objection, besides 
others, was raised to the effect that the claim is barred by 
provisions of sub-section (3) of Section 2 A of the Act. 
Madal Pal admitted that saidfact, in his statement recorded 
on oath. 

4. Provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 2A, which 
empowers the claimant to approach this Tribunal in case 


of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of his service, without a dispute being referred 
by the appropriate Government under sub-section (1) of 
Section 10 of the Act, are controlled by the provisions of 
sub-section (3) of the said section. For sake of 
convenience, those provisions are extracted thus . 

“(3) The application referred to in sub-section (2) 
shall be made to the Labour Court orTribunal before 
the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, 
disnsussal, letreirchment or otherwise termination of 
servi ce as specified in sub-section (1)”. 

5. A period of limitation of three years has been 
engrafted to present a claim under sub-section (2) of 
Section 2A of the Act. Period of limitation starts on the 
date of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of service of a workman and runs down on 
expiiy of a period of three years thereof Here in the case it 
start^ on 26-4-2007 and came to an end on 26-4-2010. 
Present dispute was raised before this Tribunal on 
9-6-2011, hcn(» it is much belated. The claimant cannot 
invoke the provisions of sub-section (2) of the Section 2 A 
of the Act, since limitation has run down. His claim is 
discarded, being barrel by time. An award is, accordingly, 
passed, it be sent to appropriate Govt, for publication. 

Date: 10-8-2011 

Dr. R. K. YAD AV, Presiding Officer 
24 2011 

W. W. 2550,—-altellfrich 3TfMWT, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ vro 17 ^ 3^3^^ 4’, 

^ 170/2011) ^ t, ^ 

mm ^ 24-8-2011 ^ 1 

[^, T^^-42025/5/2011 ^ ] 

cTr<Ffl, 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2550.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 170/ 
2011) the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Ck)urt No. I, New Delhi as shown in the Annexuie, 
in the industrial dilute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Municipal Corporation ofDelhi and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-8-2011. 

INo. L-42025/5/2011-R (DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Seej: 


.. .Workman 


... Management 
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ANNEXURE 

before dr rkyadav, presiding officer 

CENTRAL GOVX INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, 

KARKARDOOMA COURTS COMPLEX* 

DELHI 

LR No. 170/2011 

Sk Ram Karan through 

The Municipal Enq)lpyees’ Union, 

Agarwal Bliawan, G T. Road, 

Tis Hazari, Ddhi-110054 .. .Workman 

'^rsus 

The Commissioner, 

Municipal Corporation of Delhi, 

Town Hall, Chandni Chowk, 

Delhi'l 10006 ... Management 

AWARD 

1. Ram Karan was engaged as Chowkidar as leave 
sdrsdtute by the Municipal Corporation of Delhi (in short 
the Ck)rporation). He was paid minimum wages for actual 
days of his work. No lien or right would accrue on the post 
in favour of the employee, who is engaged on a leave 
substitute, since his appointment was for ^)ecific periods, 
detailed in his respective appointment orders. When 
regular iricutiibeiitjoiried his duties, services of the claimant 
could not be availed after 20-11-07. 

2. Adispute was raised!^ him before the C^ondliation 
QfiBcer on 7-9-2010. Onciliation proceedings foiled and 
concluded on 24-3-2011. On 9'6-2011 an indusrial dispute 
was raised before this Tribunal on behalf of Shri Ram 
Karan under the provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 
2Aof the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short the Act). 
Claimant presented that aperiod of 45 d£Q^s stood expired 
from the date of making his application before the 
Conciliation Officer. According to Mm, sub-section (2) of 
Section 2 A of the Act errqxrwers him to file a dispute before 
this Tribunal, without l^ng referred by the appropriate 
CovemmenL Newly inserted provisions of sub-section 
(2) of Section 2Aof the Act gave a right to the claimant to 
approach this Tribunal in case of discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchrrmnt or otherwise termination of his service, 
without a dispute being referred by the appropriate 
Government under sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the 
Act 

3. On receipt of notice of the claim, the Corporation 
filed its written statement, wherein an objection, besides 
others, was raised to the effect that the claim is barred by 
provisions of sub-section (3) of Section 2A of the Act. 

4. Provisions of sub-section (2) of Section 2A, which 
empowers the claimant to approach this Tribunal in case 


of discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of his service, without a di^)ute being referred 
by the j^)propriate Government under sub-section (1) of 
Section 10 of the Act, are controlled the provisions of 
sub-section (3) of the said section. For sake of 
convenience, those provisions are extracted thus: 

‘*(3) The application referred to in sub-section (2) 
shall be ma^ to the Labour Couit or Tribunal before 
the expiry of three years from the date of discharge, 
dismissal, retrenchm^t or otherwise termination of 
service as specified in sub-section (1)”. 

5. A period of limitation of three years has been 
engrafted to present a claim under sub-section (2) of 
Section 2 A of the Act Period of limitation starts on the 
date discharge, dismissal, retrenchment or otherwise 
termination of service of a workman and runs down on 
expiry of a period of three years thereof. Here in the case it 
started on 20-11-2007 and came to an end on 20-11-2010. 
Present dispute was raised before this Tribunal on 
9-6-2011, hence it is much belated. The claimant cannot 
invoke the provisions of sub-section (2) of the Section 2 A 
of the Act, since limitation has run down. His claim is 
discarded, being barred by time. An award is, accordingly, 
passed, it be sent to appropriate Govt, for publication. 

Date: 5-8-2011 

Dr. R. K. YAD AV, Presiding Officer 
^ 24 2011 

2551.—3Tft#PTR, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ tim 17 ^ 

t, ^ ^ 24-8-2011 ^ I 

[U T(eT-40012/24/2005-3n^ 31K (^ ■?!) ] 

din'll, 

New Delhi, the 24th August, 2011 

S.O. 2551.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kota shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 24-8-2011, 

[No. L^12y24/2005-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Seo. 


3360G1/2011—22 
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3 i fl w » rd : aft 

: % ^./«^5^1/2007 
4 = q f fi ra : 3-2-2007 

aR M ^ 

'«WT??T-40012/24/2005-3ni{3ETR('^^1^ 15-6~2006 

3Rr% vrcr io( i )(^) 

1947 

rtm 

itt.Vjl ^iCq PT , 

3n?*m alt m ’TR^ft^ 

"s^w, ?i»ter/TnsT./ ... TTr^ft aif*?^ 

'31^ci ^A'SK, 

. . . 3rsiT*ff 

9T«ft arfe-pFtsftr^TftlpTfV : 

3nn«ft^3fk‘^ : 

srfllMiT : 29-7-2011 
3lftlP(ufa 

TO “BTO, am -5?^ fte# ^ ^ TirafN? 

3n^ 15-6-2006 m ^ 

1947 

^ m loCOC^i) ^ 3r?Tif?T ^ ^iroi ^ 

3TfilPlW^l|4 Tpjf ^ ♦ 

“Whether the claim of Shri B. N. Upadhyaya, 
Lineman S/o Shri Ram Dulare, ’IhleoomDq)tt., BSNL, 
Kota for Rs. 11,317 on account of payment for 
overtime allowance-cum-effective leave is Justified 
? If yes, to what relief the workman is entitled to V 

2. Pr^VI/PetclK, •TOIeR'4' ^ t4)«4;5 

''1^1^' ^ it' "^Tlft ^ amn 

WU I 

3. ^ 3iT«ff aito ^ 3:ik ^ ^ 

I aT5fT«ff IRHB 

TOT fro ^ 3Tf^ ^ •'TT 

^ ^ t afk ^ ^ ^ -spcn^ arterit 

^aqfrot i 


4. 

6"10“2007^^^i|(tRatWgft 
^ ^ ^ ♦ 1 am: l(h ^ ^ TO 

apw ^ ^ t f afl^ atw ^-aretR % ^ 

faifft I anar arapff^ 

^ i^t^ ^ awi*ff Ti^ ^8RW ^ Tin:^ ^itT 
^TOft I 

5. anar wif artM> ^ajh^aft^^^iaffTO’ 
t alk ^ ^ aiftf arfMftt -aqR^R f, 

3R: ^ qftftai ftl ^ TiNf tft ^ a r j q ftg m ^ ^ 
^ aiit^ ^iPWt TOT TOT’Tiff t TR 
’WTO^ ^ ^ ^ ^ TOf ^ ^ ^lar^’T^ i I 
’TTOC Rl TO iq ^ ^ aqaly t ^ ^ -OTfi gRT ^ 
aTTff-qy R 1 TO4 ^TOTTOT^ ift’TTf^iTTO^^ 
<iqReiRi tort^ ^ ^ 

atPTfif^fl ?i)n?T iR» i?fPw ’Tiff Ttsr i 

q ftu nn i^q tot tor, aPT ^ TO 

4f|l|HU|TO ^ITOm ^uRT 3n«n aiTTO Rq. 

TORR, ^ afqit fiWFT, ^ ^ 

11317 RRcT «II,TO R 

TO Mt ^ ^ ffTRflftfi aR ^ ar^ 

■anftn f%«TT Rim 11 

3RiT7I Wffm, TOIT^ 

t^, 26 mm, 2011 

w*«ir, 2 SS 2 .— 2 Wnm 1 ^ aifirffm, 1947 (1947 
mr 14) ^ mrr 17 ^ 3T^RiR'ff,'^^t’TRTmRR^.'Rt.^.'i^, 
it 5RTO ^ Waimf afk ^ 

ar^T^ffrf^ •«? ^’^TOR affritffRr 

mfimq/sJT -RiTO^, 22 / 2008 ) 

^3RiT^l?rmRft^,'ajt^^?(riTRRiRmt 26-8-2011 ^3nRT 
^an «n I 

[^ R^- 2201 3/1/2011-3?!^ 3TR (rit-II)] 
'^. RR. RR. aftf^TTO TR, 3?fiRiRt 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2552.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovemment hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/22/2008) as shown in the 
Annexurc in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in lelation to the management of SCCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26^2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/2011-IR(C-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXVRE 

OCIWE THE CSSmbUL COVIXD^^ 
HYDERABAD 

FRESEPrr: 

Shri^^Pralalsh Gam; Presidiiig Officer 

Dated, the 8th day of July, 2011 

Industrial Dhpate L^C. No. 22/2008 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Mohd. Arif Pasha, 

S/oAmeeruddtn, 

R/oQuarterNo. 1, ST 2/1, 

Bus Stand Colony, Qodavarikhani, 

Karimnagar District ...Petitioner 

AND 

I The General Manager, 

M/s. Singaieai Collieries Company Ltd., 
Ramagundam Area-1,6-B, 

CkKiavarildiani, Kaiininagar District 

1 The Colliery Manager, 

M/s. Si ngareni Collieries Company Ltd., 
Ramagundam Aiea-1,6<B, 

Godavarikhani, Kaiimnag^ EHstrict 

... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For tl^ Petitioner : M/s. S. A. K. K/fynoddin and 
D. Kasim Saheb, Advocates 

For the Re^ndent : Sri S. M. Subhani, Advocate 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri Mohd. Arif Pasha, ex. Employee of 
M/s. Singareni Collieries Conq>any Ltd. 

2. It has been alleged that the Petitioner was 
appointed as casual worker in 1976 and was promoted as 
coal cutter on 11-9-1978 and after passing the statutory 
Examination held by Central Government Statutory 
examination as a Shot Firer and he was promoted as Shot 
Filer on 31-12-1987. He suffered ill-heaUh and could not 
attend to duties regularly as such, he w^ dismissed on 
26-4-2004. The Petitions absented for reasonable cause. 
He has already put in 28 years of service. He was entitled 
for casual, medical and earned leave which was available 
to his credit and which would have been sanctioned to 
the Petitioner for the period he remained absent but, 
without cpnsidering the number of days leave credited to 
the Petitioner’s accouiU he was dismissed ftom the service. 
The order of dismissal is without application of the mind. 
No reasonable opportunity was given to the Petitioner 


duriog enquiiy proceeding. Witnesses wen not examined 
in the presence of the Petitioner. Enquiry was not 
conducted in &ir and inoper manner. He was awaided two 
punislunents for 8 sin^ misconduct against the i^nc^les 
of natural justice. The Petitioner has prayed for setting 
aside the dismiasal order and to reappoint the Petitioiier 
as Shot Firer with consequential service bemfite. 

3. The Respondent has filed counter statement 
allegiBg thmein that Petition has been filed after lapse of 
3 years and 9 months and is barred by limitation. The 
Petitioner was unauthorizedly absent and habitual late 
attendant He was issued with the charge sheet. Emiuiiy 
was conducted in the matter to which the Petitioner 
[deaded guilty. Petitiboer’s common that he was regular 
to his duty is not correct. Intheyear 1999 he attended fm 
222 days, in 2000 for 155 dsys in2001 for 200 days, in2002 
for 24 d^ and in 2003 for 37 days. The management has 
made arran^ment for medical help of ertq}lQyees. There is 
provision to refer the critical cases to Osmania G^eral 
Hospital, Gandhi Memorial Hospital and NIMS. The 
Petitioner has not taken treatment from any of the 
recognized medical institutions. He did not inform the 
management regarding his ill-health. He is not entitled for 
any relief and hence the petition be dismissed. 

4. Boththepaitieshavefiledtheirevidences.Earlier 
Petitioner has challenged the legality and validity of 
domestic enquiry. This question was decided by order 
dated 21-1-2011 andthisTribunal was of the opinion that 
the domestic enquiry conducted by the management was 
legal and valid. 

5. Both the parties were heard under Sec. 11A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

6. It has been argued by Learned Counsel for the 
workman that the workman has put in 28 years of service 
in Respondent’s organization. No doubt, he remained 
absent during the year 2002. He could not attend to his 
duties due to his ill-health. He was having sufficient 
number of medical leave, earned leave and other leave 
with and without pay which could have been adjusted 
against the number of Petitioner remained absent. 
But management has not taken into consideration this 
abject of the matter. Had it been taken into consideration, 
the Petitioner would not have been dismissed from the 
service. Not only that Petitioner has put in 28 years of 
: ?nice, he has no adverse remarks against him during all 
?hose days. In that case, some lenient punishment could 
have been given to the Petitioner, that he would not 
have been forced to come to streets and crave for the 
maintenance of his family and children. His only 
contention is that in the matter of the punishment some 
lenient attitude should have been adopted. Petitioner 
submitted several medical certificates ^fore the Enquiry 
Officer and to his superiors that he remained absent due 
to jaundice and he could not attend to his duty because 
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he was not kteqiiiig good health which has not been 
considcied. 

7. Against this aigument of the Learned Counsel 
for the w(»ker. Learned Counsel for the Re^ndent has 
aigued that tte Petidoaer did not submit any medical 
oeiti&ateAMiiCTiygaidttlg his iU-faealth during the cnqo^ 
proceeding. He has produced certain xerox copies of 
alleged medical oeitiGcates al(Hig with the claim statement, 
before this Trfounal as sudi, there was no occasion for 
considering these by the Enquiry Officer The 
Petitioner did not ^te before the Enquiry OQScer from 
which disease he was sufiforing. For a moment if it is 
presun^ foat Petitioner was suffering fiom ailment and 
he used to visit the Doctor why hedidimt inform his own 
siqierior legaidiitg his illness or his inabili^ to attend to 
his (hity. Petitioner not oiUy remained absent for any 
teasoiable cause but he did not inform to his superiors 
regpidii^ his inability to attend his duty. Thus, he has 
copmsitt^ miscoDtot under Sec. 25.5 of the Standing 
OrdessqftheoQii^aiiy and management has not committed 
any illegality mdisBtissing the services of the Petitioner. 

8. I have considered the above argument. This 
Tribunal has to oon^der as to: 

(I) Whether the action of the management in 
dismissing the services of the Petitioner is legal 
and justified ? 

(n) To what reliefifany the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. his allied by the Petitioiierwoiker 
that he neither absented wiffiout aity reasonable cause nor 
he was absenl for any mst^fident reason. He has alleged 
that during the period of absence he remained sick and this 
feet was staled before the Enquiry Officer who did not 
consider his sifonussKpa northeEnquiiy Officer considered 
the documents and medical cei^^ates produced by the 
Petitioner worker. The services of the Petitioner were 
tenmoated or dismissed* without appUcatiem of the mind 
and the finding of foeEnquiiy Officer was perverse. It was 
a lopsided enquuy. The Ped^mer ’s submission and the 
dcxmments wemnc^ ConsidqKdtty the Enquiry Officer and 
thus, the order dated 22<4>2004 dismissing the P^tioner 
from 26-4 >2004 is illegal and fit to the quashed. 

10. Against this argument the Learned Counsel for 
the Pe^odenthas argued that efering enquiry pmceeding 
Petitfoner has not submitted any document to prove that 
he was sick during the Petitioner of his absence, because 
the charge she^ was issued to the Petitioner worker but 
he did not reply or file arty explanation against the charge 
sheet issued to him. Thisfoct isestaUisbed by management 
during enquiry proceeding on 25-7-2003. Enquiry officer 
has queried from the charge sheeted enqjloyee regarding 
the receipt of the charge sheet and submission of 
explanation. To this qi^stion the diatge sheeted employee 
has answered that he has received the charge sheet but 


did not submit any reply to charge sheet. Management 
has produced Mr. M. Sanjeeva Rao, I*OA and Mr. A. 
Punuhotham PSC to prove that Petitioner wmker remained 
absent During his cross-examination before the Enquiry 
Officer the charge sheeted employee has stated that he 
was suffering fix>m jaundice due to which he could not 
attend to his duties. The worker has admitted that he has 
put in only 24 musters in the year 2002. He has further 
stated that he remained absent to duty without any leave 
(ff sufficent cause. He has further stated that it was his 
mistake to remain absent and be assured that he will be 
punctual and regular to his duties in future. The statement 
of the workman given before tlu Enquiry Officer does not 
{xove that wenkman has suh'titted any m^cal proof before 
the Enquiry C^cer to subsiantiate ffis contention that he 
was suffering from jaundice as such, the absence of 
Petitioner was without arty reasonable or sufficient cause. 

11. Learned Couns^ibrthe Petitioner workman has 
fortheraigued that the Pebb nerwoiker submitted several 
medical certificates before t he Enquiry Officer which was 
not considered. However, th» Element of petition during 
course of the enquiry dther proved production of any 
medical certificate mrfoatP'^ititioner submitted any medical 
certificate. Leanied Coinsel for the Respondent has 
vehemently argued that the attendance sheet of the 
Petitioner worker for the y ear 2002 proves that Petitioner 
remained absent for entire month of May, June, July to 
December. In April, 2002 Petitioner remained absent fiom 
7th to 10th and again fiutn 16th to 20th, in the month of 
March, he remained absent on 10th and ISth to 26th. Only 
in the month of January, he did not absented for a single 
d^. In F^miaiy, he ab^t on 13th to 22nd and again on 
27th. This material foct was proved before the Enquiry 
Officer. Even if it is assumed for a moment that the 
l^tioner was suffering from the ailment of jaundice, the 
Petitioner was not able to prove by filing any paper in 
suppeat of his contentioiL He has filed xerox copies of the 
m^cal certificates before this Tribunal which is for the 
period fiom 19-4-2002 to 18-8-2002, wherein Petitioner is 
said to be suffering from 'add peptic disorder and LBA’. 
He has filed another xerox copy of medical certificate dated 
19-8-2002 to 18-10-2002, during that period also the 
Petitioner is said to be suffering from 'add peptic disorder 
and the LBA*. He has again filed xerox copy of the medical 
cextifidite for three mo n th s wherein it has been mentioned 
that he is sufferingfiirm 'infective Hepatitis and Jaundice'. 
Medical certificate prove that worker was treated as out 
door patient. All thejse medical certificates which has been 
produced bdme the Trftmnal were neither produced before 
the Enquiry Officer nor it was stated by the Petitioner 
workman that he will be producing any medical certificate 
to prove his reason df ateence as such, non-consideration 
of these documents cannot be said to be fatal during 
enquiry proceeding because the documents were not 
produced by the Petitioner worker before the Enquiry 
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Officer, the Enquiry Officer has no occasion to consider 
these documents as such, it cannot be said that the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer is perverse. 

12. I have considered the above argument of both 
the counsels and I have also gone through the entire 
domestic enquiry or domestic enquiry proceedings which 
prove that thou^ the Petitioner received charge sheet he 
did not submit any explanation to the charge sheet. 
Mtnesses were produced before the Enquiry Officer in 
the pres^ce of the Petitioner, he has cross-examined tl^m 
and examined himself in the defence. But during course of 
his examination also Petitioner did not state before the 
Enquiry Officer as to from which Doctor be has taken the 
treatment or that he is producing the medical certificates 
issued by the Doctor. He did not state before the Enquiry 
Officer that he was suffering &om any peptic stomache 
disorder during the period of his absence. He stated before 
the Enquiry Officer that he was suffering with ailment of 
Jaundice. The documents produced before this Tribunal 
in form ofxerox copies of medical certificates to show that 
the Petitioner remained sick due to Jaundice is for three 
months. Why he remained absent for other four months 
has not been e7q)lained by the Petitioner. Even if it is 
presumed that the Petitioner remained absent due to his 
illness, why he did not inform his superiors regarding his 
absence and regarding his illness has not been explained 
by the Petitioner workman in his claim statement. 
Documents produced by the Petitioner show that 
Petitioner has visited his Doctor several times at Warangal 
and if Petitioner was able to travel upto Warangal and 
visit his Doctor, he could have very well gone to the post 
office or the telegraph office to inform his superiors about 
his illn^s^fteason of his absence. But the Petitioner has 
not taken any pain and care to inform about his absence 
to his superiors. This prove that the Petitioner was a 
careless and negligent worker. He did not even inform his 
superiors nor he filed any document before the Enquiry 
Officer to substantiate his illness as such, it cannot be 
said that the Petitioner’s absence was for any reasonable 
and valid cause or that the finding of the Enquiry Officer 
was perverse and Enquiry Officer has not applied his mind 
to arrive at the conclusion regarding proof of the charges 
against the Petitioner. From the evidence available oa the 
record this Tribunal is of the opinion that Petitioner has 
not produced the original medical certificate before this 
Tribunal also nor he has proved these medical certificates 
either by producing the medical practitioner before this 
Tribunal or before the Enquiry Officer, or by filing any 
affidavit in support of proof of the documents. As such, 
this Tribunal is of the opinion that Petitioner worker was 
absent from duQ^ without ai^ reasonable caus^ the cause 
shown Petitioner worker appear to be concocted one 
because it was not supported with evidence. 

13. It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for 
the Petitioner that no notice was given to the Petitioner 


before imposing punishment on him as such, the 
punishment imposed upon the Petitioner is ili^al. Learned 
Counsel for the Respondent has argued that the copy of 
finding of the Enquiry Officer and along with show cause 
notice were sent to the Petitioner vide letter dated 29-9- 
2003 which was received by the Petitioner and he has 
submitted his explanation against that show cause notice 
vide his letter dated 5-12-2003 as such, it cannot be said 
that the show cause notice was not given to the Petitioner. 

14. I have considered this argument. There is show 
cause notice dated 29-9-2003 addressed to the Petitioner 
wotker from Chief General Mana^, Ramagundam Area-1 
stating therein that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is 
enclosed for the perusal and explanation of the Petitioner. 
Against vritich the Petitioner has addressed his letter dated 
5-12-2003 to the Chief General Manager enclosing his 
e^lanation wherein he has written that a xerox copy of 
the medical certificate is bring attached. This further prove 
that no medical certificate was produced by the Petitioner 
during course of enquiry proceeding. There is letter of 
Petitioner but no medical certificate of the alleged Doctor 
is attached with it. This explanation was considered by 
the Chief General Manager and after considering the 
explanation of the Petitioner he has passed the order of 
dismissal as such, no fault can be find in the order of 
Disciplinary Authority because the order of punishment 
has been passed after giving show cause notice to the 
Petitioner as such, the case law relied upon by the Learned 
Counsel for the worker reported in 1996 (4) ALD page 641 
Division Bench in the matter of D.S.P. Rao vs. APSRTC, 
Hyderabad is not applicable in the present case. No other 
point was argued or raised by Learned Counsel for the 
worker as such, this Tribunal is of the opinion that 
Petitioner worker was absent from duties without any 
sufficient cause or reason of al^nce. He remained absent 
for more than 8 months. He has put in only 24 musters 
during the year 2002 and did hot inform his si^periors as 
such, the punishment of dismissal imposed by the 
management cannot be said to be either excessive or 
disprc^itionate. The punishment is l^al and valid Point 
No. (I) is decided accordingly. 

15. Point No. (n): Petitioner was not able to prove 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer was perverse or 
without any ^plication of mind or without consideration 
of the evidence or that the absence of the Petitioner was 
for any reasonable and sufficient cause. He has not been 
able to prove that the punishment impo sed on the Petitioner 
was excessive or disproportionate as such, this Tribunal 
has come to the conclusion that Petitioner is not entitled 
for any relief though the Petitioner has put in 28 years of 
the service but in the year 2002 he did not prove his 
sincerity and punctuality to his duty. He remained absent 
without any reasonable cause and that too without 
information to his superiors as such, there is no ground to 
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interfere with the punishment imposed by the management 
and Petitioner is not entitled for any relief. Petition deserves 
to be dismissed. Point No. (11) is decide accordingly. 

16. On the carefol consideration ofthe entile material 
before this Tribunal, this Tribunal is of the opinion that 
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief His disntissal order 
is legal and valid. Petition deserves to be dismissed and 
hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowii, Perscmal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 8th day of 
July,20U. 

YED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendixi^Evideiice 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documaits mailced for the Respondent 
NIL 

^%#,26 3ITIH, 2011 

2553,—iqaiR 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ «mn7 ^ 

^ ^ 'cbihfcid ^ 

133/2003) 

^ i, ^ ^ 26-8-2011 

«II I 

T?^-220i 3/1/201 i-3n^ m (^^it-n)] 
SlPpnR 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2553.—^[n pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government her^ publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/133/2003) as shown in the 
Annexure in the industrial dispute between the emplc^ers 
in relation to the management of SCCL and their workman, 
which was receive by the Central Government on 
26^2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/201 l-IR(C-n)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TOE CENTRAL GOV£RNlVp:NT 
INDUSTlOALTRmUNAjLCUM'LAROimCO A? 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated, the 28th day of June, 2011 

INDUSTRIALDISPUTENql L.C 133/2003 

BETWEEN; 

SriEdaChaktapani, 

S/oRajam, 

R/o B-46, Ex-servicemen Colony, 

Fertilizer Gty, 

Ramagundam-SO^ 210 ... Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager, 

The Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd., 

Mandamarri Area, Kalyani Khani, 

PO. BellampaUy, Adilabad Dist. ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A. K. Jayaprakash Rao, 
K. Srinivas Rao, P. Sudha, 
T. Bal Reddy, M. Govind, 
N. Sanjay and K. Ajay Kumar, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent: M/s. P. A. V. V. S. Sarma and 
P. A^j^^'alaxmi, Advocates 

AWARD 

This case has been filed by Petitioner Sri Eda 
Chakrapani, Ex-employee of M/s. Singareni Collieries 
Conq)anyLtd., under Sec. 2A(2) ofthe I D. Act, 1947. 

2. The brief facts of the petition are : That the 
Petitioner joined the services of the Respondent Company 
on 31-1-1991 as temporary tunnel mazdoor under 
compassionate appointment consequent to the death of 
his fother and thereafier he was appointed as Badli Filler 
in 1993 and in the year 1995 he was promoted as coal filler. 
The Petitioner submits that ever since the date of joining 
the service, he has put in unblemish^ record of service. 

3. W/hile he was working under the control of 
(^Uiery Marnier, Kasipet Mine he was issued with charge 
sheet dated 4-3-2000, alleging that the Petitioner was 
habitual late attendance and absented for duties. The 
Petitioner stated that he has submitted the explanation. 
Although he was suffering with Jaundice, he was forced 
to remain absent irom duties. On that an enquiry was 
conducted and he was made to sign on the papers without 
knowing the contents. Hence, the Petitioner may be 
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icdnstated witii back wages and the removal order dated 
21^2001w el 28-4-2001 ihay be quashed. 

4. Counter was filed alleging therein that he was 
habitualfy ooming late and he was issued with charge sheet 
bn4-5-20(k) iUi^ing habitual late attendance and absence 
fixnn duty. contention that he was suffering firom 
Jaundice is hot correct. Enquiry was pr<^)erly conducted, 
thePertitioner was given full opportunity and the enquiry 
was conducted properly. In feet the Petitioner has 
submitted his repiesenta^n dated 16-12-2000 assuring 
that he would put in 22 filling musters every month. He 
was ^iven 3 moitths time to improve his attendance and 
perfohnahee which was as follows: 


Month 

and 

Year 

No. of No. of daya 
dayt worker worked 
Mine on 

worked Filling Acting 

Tuba 

filled 

Lea¬ 

ves 

Ab¬ 

sence 

January, 2001 

26 

03 

14 

3V4 

— 

09 

Fabruary, 2001 

24 

02 

09 

2^ 

09 

04 

March, 2001 

26 

07 

03 

11 

06 

10 

Total 

76 

12 

26 

19 

15 

23 


Therefore, he deserves no sympathy and the 
absenteeism aisy not be condoned. 


5. In this matter domestic enquiry was conducted 
before the imposition of the punishment on the Petitioner 
which has b^ challenged 1^ the Petitioner through the 
claim petition. Nfy Learned Predecessor has heard both 
the parties on the question of legality and validity (tf 
domestic enquiry and by his rnder dat^ 12-11-2003 he 
concluded that the domestic enquiry conducted by the 
Dq>artnient was legal and valid and posted the matter for 
argument under Sec. 11A of the Industrial Di^tes Act, 
1947. 

6. My Learned Predecessor beard parties and he 
passed an award dated 31-3-2004 which was challenged 
by both the parties before Hon’ble High Court of A.P., 
Hyderabad by way of WP No. 18773/2004. During course 
of argument in the said writ petition both the parties 
requested before Hon’ble High Court of A.P., Hydmbad 
that the award be set aside and matter be remanded back 
to this Tribunal for passing fresh award. After hearing 
both the parties and considering ar^iments advanced by 
the parties* counsels, Hon’ble High Court of A.P., 
Hyderabad by its order dated 4-4-2006 remanded the matter 
to this Tribunal for passing appn^Triate and reasoned 
award. 

7. Both the parties relied on the evidence already 
adduced 1^ them before this Tribunal. They were tward 
under Sec. 11 Aof the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. On 
the basis of the arguments this Tribunal has to consider: 


(I) As to whether the absence ofthe Petitioner was 
fo^ any sufficient and reasonable cause or not ? 

(D) Whether the punishment imposed by the 
management is disproportionate to the 
misconduct committed by the Petitioner and 

OID To what relief if any the Petitioner workman is 
entitled? 

8. Point Nos. (1) and (II): Both these points are 
intercoime^d to each other as sudi, they ate deeded 
together with It has been alleged that Petitioner remained 
absent for more than six months from 1-6-1999 to 
31-12-1999 vrithout any reasonable cause and without any 
information being given to their superior authority. A 
charge sheet was issued to the Petitioner and he was asked 
to explain his conduct on the question of his absence 
fiom duty. The Petitioner has submitted his explanation in 
which he stated that he remained sick during the period 
and that was the reason that he could not attend to his 
duties nor he could inform his superiors. Not satisfied 
with the answer of the Petitioner, enquiry was ordered and 
was conducted in which Petitioner participated. The 
management has examined Mr. B. EyMah, O.S., and Mr. 
P.VS. SubbaRaju, P.O. A. and Mr. Abdul Aleem, Cleik who 
deposed before the Ettquiry Officer that the Petitioner 
workman remained absi^iit in the year 1999 for 30 days in 
June, 31 days in Jufy, 31 days in August, 30 days in 
September, 31 days in October, 30 days in November, and 
from 1st to 18th, 27th to 31st of December. Th^ further 
deposed that no information was sem by the Petitioner 
workman to his superiors regarding his absence. The 
Petitioner examined himself as defence witness where he 
deposed that “I accept it as a feet that I remained habitually 
ab^t from duty on the dates mentioned in the charge 
sheet.” Ifc further stated that, “I accept that it was my 
mistake to remain absent like this.” He further accepted 
that he pleads guilty of the charges. He stated that he 
remained absent due to ill-health and now his health has 
improved. He has assured that in future he will be careful 
and will not commit any absence. It was asked from him by 
the I’resenting Officer that “whether he want to add any 
more evidence or statement or document in support of his 
statement”. Petitioner woikman replied in negative. He did 
not produce any medical certificate though in his reply he 
stated that he has come with a medical certificate, but did 
not produce medical certificate before the Enquiry Officer. 
In that event the Enquiry Officer was constrained to come 
to the conclusion that the Petitioner workman was absent 
for more than six months without any reasonable or 
sufficient cause and no fault could be find in the 
conclusion arrived at by the Enquiry Officer. 

9. It has been argued by the Leamed^ T^ounsel 
for the Prtitioner beftne Hon’ble High Court th^this 
Tribunal has not considered the documentary evident 
produced by the Petitioner before this Tribunal. I have 




6736 


llIEGAZBnEOFlNDlA:S£PTEMBEi!l );,2011/BHAmA26,1933 


IPaktII—Sec. 3(ii)] 


considered those dociunents which were filed the 
Petitioiier before this Tribunal along with his daim 
statement The Petitioner has filed xerox copy (tfFoim-A 
alleged to be dated 10>12-1999 wherein it has been 
mentioned that, ""E. Chakr^>ani was under the treatment 
ofthe alleged Doctor w.e.f. 1-6-1999 to 10-12-1999 and he 
is fit to resume duty fiom 11-12-1999”. This medical 
certificate has not been proved either by the Petitioner 
through his affidavit or Ity producing the medical officer 
who is said to have issued the certificate. Nd only that 
the certificate produced by the Pditioi^ is a xerox cofiy 
but original certificate has not been produced by the 
Petitioner workman. If this certificate was available with 
the Petitioner why he did not produce it before the Enquiry 
Officer has not been e7q>lamed by the Petitioner. This prove 
that the alleged xerox cofty of this medical certificate is not 
a genuine document. Apart from this medical certificate 
Petitioner has filed several orders and certificates to prove 
that he is a member of Bharat Scouts and Guides, and he 
has participated in several social activities as social worker 
of the Bharat Scouts and Guides Institution, but these 
documents ate not relevant for proving that the Petitioner’s 
absence during 1-6-1999 to 31-12-1999 was for any 
reasonable and sufficient cause. Moreover, these 
documents does not disclose that Petitioner has 
participated in any social service for which he was relieved 
from the Department nor it prove that during the period of 
absence the Petitioner has participated in any social 
activity. Thus, all these documents which are said to have 
not been considered by the previous Presiding Officer are 
not relevant for the purpose of this case. No other 
documents or evidence in any form has been produced by 
Petitioner workman to prove that his absence from 

I- 6-1999 to 31-12-1999 was for any reasonable and 
sufficient as such, there is no ambiguity or perversity in 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer. 

10. The Disciplinary Authority has considered the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer and the Disciplinary 
Authority came to the conclusion that Petitioner is not a 
sincere worker. He is negligent towards his duties though 
he was appointed on compassionate grounds. He did not 
care to be vigilant towards his duties and his responsibility 
towards his family members. Even in the case the Petitioner 
was sick it was desirable from him that he should inform 
the superior authority regarding his absence but he has 
not taken any step to inform superiors regarding his 
absence from the duty. Not only that the document 
produced by the Respondent management show that 
Petitioner was declared fit to resume duty from 11-12-1999 
but Petitioner workman did not join his duty either on 

II- 12-1999 or on 12th December, 1999. The charge sheet 
and statement of the management witnesses prove that 
Petitioner joined the duty on 19th December, 1999 and 
again absented himselfftom 29th to 31st December, 1999. 
This amply proves that the Petitioner was not a sincere 
worker. He is a careless and indisciplined worker as such, 


the management has not committed any excess in 
dismissing the P^tioner fi-om service on the ground of 
his habitual absence from duty. The punishment imposed 
by the management is in proportion to the mistake or 
misconduct committed by the Petitioner woikman. Point 
Nos. (I) and (II) are decided accordingly. 

11. P(dnt No. (m): From the discussion of Point 
Nos. (1) and (II) this Tribunal is of the opinion that 
management has not committed any mistake, has not 
imposed disproportionate punishmern and no interference 
is warranted in the case of the Petitioner workman. 
Petitioner does not deserve any sympathy or leniency in 
the matter of punishment. He is not entitled for any relief 
Point No. (HI) is decided accordingly. 

12. As discussed above. Petitioner is not entitled 
foir aity relief. Petition deserves to be dismissed and it is 
di^smissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and corrected by me on this the 
28th day of June, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner Respondent 

ML ML 

Documents maiiied for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documents mailied for the Respondent 

NIL 

26 spmi, 2011 

W. 31T. 2554.—1947 (1947 
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^ 98/2005) 

^ ^ 4 26-8-2011 
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New L Jhi, the 26 th August, 2011 

S.O. 2554.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/Appl. 98/2005) as shown in the 
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Aimexure in the industrial dispute between the emidoyers 
in relatkai to the fflanagemeiit ^SCCL and their wnlonan, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26«-2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/2011-IR(CMI)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASARAO,Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

B£iOR£ THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDIKSTTOAL TRIBIJNA1/<TJM1AB01K 
ATHYDERABAD 

PRESENT; 

ShriVedPrakasb Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 15th day of July, 2011 

Indiutrial Dispute L.C. No. 98/2005 

BETWEEN; 

Sri P. Nanihaii Krishna, 

S/oRajaiah, 

R/oQuarta'NoL 33, CCC Township. 

\AaMancheiial, Adilabod District ... Pedtitmer 

AND 

The General Manager, 

M/s. Singaieni O^eries Company Ltd, 

Siee Ram Pur Area, 

AdilabadDistrict ... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Sri N.Vine^ Raj, Advocate 

For the Respondent : SriPA,VVS.Saiina&Vijj^ 
Laxmi Panguluri, Advocate 

AWARD 

Sri P. Narahari Krishna has filed this petition 
challenging the dismissal order dated 17-7>2004 under 
Sec. 2A (2) of the LD. Act, 1947with a prayer that said order 
be quashed and Petitioner workman be reinstated with full 
back wages. 

2. Petitioner has alleged in his claim statement that 
the Petitioner was working as badli filler in Ravindrakahani 
5 incline where he was exposed to the gas emissions in the 
mine and heavy work load due to which he suffered ilL 
health. In the year 2003 he was served with a charge sheet 
No. SRP/RK5/R/008/1315 dated 1/54-2003 aUeging therein 
that the Petitioner unauthorizedly absented from work 
without teascmable cause, to this charge sheet. Petitioner 
submitted his eTqrlanation stating therein that he was not 
unauthorizedly absent but he was absent due to his 
sickness. The cause of which was working condition in the 
mine, this mateisil fact was not consid^ed by the oon(%med 
authority and the authority mechanically decided to 
conduct of enquiry and appointed the Enquiry Officer. 


3. Enquiry was conducted in most unMr and biased 

maimer. The Mtioner was tirade to sign on the already 
printed Parers by Enquiry Officer and Petitioner was made 
to believe that enquiry was only a routine procedure and 
no harm or loss will be caused to the I^timier. l^tioner 
was not allowed to read the ptqrers. Matmial witnesses 
were not produced in the enquiry proceeding in theprcsence 
of the Petitioner, nor Petitioner was afforded opportimity 
to cross exaiiuiie them. The Eiiquiiy Officer material 

pa^rers frmn Petitioner i.e., ho^tal receipts, sidoiess 
oe^cates and assured the Petitioner that F^tioner was 
absent for reasonable cause and he will give his finding 
acomding^, but to the utter surprise ofthe Petitioner the 
Enquiry Officer did not mention the papers submitted and 
rec^ved from the Petitioner in his enquiry report. Enquiry 
was conducted in violation of principles of natural justice 
and report was biased, unjustified, devoid of merit aiKl 
material. On the basis ofthe enquiry xq)oit the Petitioiier 
was terminated from service vide or^r dated 19*7>2004. It 
was the duty of the Respondent to verify from the 
oompariy’s hospital regarding the srckness of the Petitioner 
which would have proved the bonafide of the Petitioner. 
The punishment imposed by the Respondent management 
is di^roportionate without considering the material facts 
and evidence and hence it is ille^ excessive and without 
application of mind and deserves to be quashed. 

4. Respondent has filled counter statement stating 
therein that the Petitioner was an unauthorized absentee. 
His case does not come within the purview cf Sec. 2A(2). 
Petitioner remained absent for a long period which was 
considered by the management aiul it was proper on the 
part of management to dismiss the services of ffie Petitioner. 
The Petitioner joined services as coal filler; he was never 
exposed to the gas emission in the mine or heavy load of 
work which caused sickness to the Petitioner. It is the duty 
of the badli filler to lift the coal and fill in the tubs in the 
mine. The coal filling work is a group work, it is not an 
individual work. Had there been any gas emission in the 
mines Petitioner alone would not have suffered but all the 
members of the group would have suffered from the gas 
emission. The Petitioner’s attendance in the previous year 
was also not satisfactory. He has put in only 41 musters in 
the year 2000,35 musters in 2001,66 musters in 2002 and 19 
musters in 2003. This prove that the Petitioner was habitual 
absentee. The charge sheet dated 1/5-4-2003 was issued 
to the Petitioner under clause 25.25 of the Company’s 
Standing Orders to which the Petitioner submitted his 
explanation on 8-5-2003 which was not satisfactory and 
enquiry was ordered. During the year 2004 Petitioner put in 
only ‘Nil’ musters. Petitioner was afforded sufficient, fair 
and proper opportunity to present his case during cnquiiy. 
He has cross examined the management witnesses aiiU 
produced his own witnesses. The entire enquiry proceeding 
was held in the language known to the Petitioner, everj 
procedure was e?q)lained to him inTelugu language as such, 
there is no question of bias or unfairness on the part of the 
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management. The principles of natural justice were followed 
during course of enquiry. Petitioner never informed 
regarding his sickness nor he produced any medical 
certificate. A sick certificate was produced during course 
of ettquiry and on the verification it was found that the sick 
certificate produced by the Petitioner does not pertain to 
the period he was ch^e sheeted, as such, the Enquiry 
Officer has given findmg that the charges against the 
Petitioner were not proved. Petitioner never informed the 
Re^ndent though it was his duty to inform regarding his 
absence. There is no force in the petition and deserves to 
be dismissed. 

5. Both parties produced their evidence. Petitioner 
worker has challenged legally and validity of domestic 
enquiry as such, that question was determined by this 
Tribunal as a preliminary point. Petitioner did not 
challenged the legality and Aridity of domestic enquiry as 
sucli, on 11-2-2009 it was held to be legal and valid and 
case was posted for argument under Sec. 11A of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 

6. On the date of hearing the Petitioner remained 
absent and case was posted for orders but order could not 
be passed due to pre-occvq>ation of the Presiding Officer. 
The case was again post^ for argument on 15-7-2011. 
Workman s^ain remained absent and did not appear before 
this Tribunal ncn- his counsel appeared before this Tribunal 
hence. Respondent’s couirsel was heard. 

7. This Tribunal has gone into the contents of the 
claim statement, counter statement and evidence produced 
by both the parties. This Tribunal has to consider the 
following points: 

(I) WSetl^r the action of the management in 
dismissing the services of the Petitioner on the 
ground of absenteeism is legal and justified or 
not? 

(ID To what relief if any the Petitioner worker is 
entitled ? 

8. Point No. (I): The charge sheet dated 1/5-4-2003 
clearly speaks about the absence of Petitioner worker in 
the year 2002 and from the charge sheet it reveals that 
Petitioner remained absent in almost each and every month 
in the year 2002. It has been mentioned in the charge sheet 
that he put in only 41 musters in 2000,35 musters in 2001 
and 66 musters in 2002. He was asked to explain the reason 
for his absence in the year 2003 as well as in the previous 
years. The Petitioner submitted his reply dated 8-12-2003 
wherein he has mentioned that due to physical illness he 
could not put in sufficient musters. He has submitted his 
sick slip for the year 2002. No reply was given by the 
Petitioner for the pervious years viz., 2000,2001 and 2002. 
But the Petitioner along with his explanation submitted 
certain xerox copies of fit certificates which pertains to 
12-12-2001 to 15-12-2001,8-4-2002 to 234-2002,9-5-2002 


to 1-6-2002.30-5-2002 to 6-6-2002,11-9-2002 to 14-9-2002 
and 22-10-2002 to 26-10-2002, in all these sick certificates 
Petitioner is said to be normal sick. On three occasions the 
Petitioner is said to be suffering from loose motions, 
however on two occasions he is said to be suffering from 
viral fever, PUO on one occasion that was for three days. 
He has again filed sick slip for 4-1-2002 to 12-1 -2002 and 
9-5-2002 to 30-5-2002, all these sick certificates have been 
considered by the Enquiry Officer who has given cogent 
finding that for the period the Petitioner has submitted 
sick certificate he was not charge sheeted. Thus, the 
contention of the Petitioner that sick certificates submitted 
by him was not considered by the Enquiry Officer is not 
correct. I have considered all these material papers and 
statement of the Petitioner workman during enquiry 
proceeding wherein the Petitioner worker has stated that 
he remained absent habitually in the year 2002, He fiirther 
stated that he remained absent for duty unauthorizedly 
without any leave or permission. But he has alleged that 
due to his physical illness, he stated that he was taking 
periodical treatment in the company’s hospital. He has 
submitted some of his sick certificates. I have considered 
this statement of the Petitioner worker. The sick certificate 
for the month of April, 2002 shows that Petitioner was 
suffering from loose motions from 8-4-2002 to 23-4-2002 
whereas the attendance register shows that Petitioner was 
present in the company and put in his musters on those 
days. The sick certificate for 9-5-2002 to 1-6-2002 when 
examined in the light of the attendance register it is found 
that Petitioner remained absent on 6,7, and 8th May, 2002 
only. He did not remain absent from 9-5-2002 to 1-6-2002 
but for 6,7 and 8th May, 2002 he has put in his musters, as 
it can not be said that the sick certificate which the Petitioner 
mentioned has produced before the Enquiry Officer 
proves that the Petitioner was absent for the period he 
was charge sheeted before the Enquiry Officer. No original 
certificate was produced before the Enquiry Officer nor 
before this Tribunal. The certificates produced by the 
Petitioner disprove his statement that he remained absent 
during the charge sheeted period. The Petitioner workman 
has produced another sick certificate for 30-5-2002 to 
6-6-2002 wherein he has already produced a medical 
certificate for 9-5-2002 to 1-6-2002. How he procured another 
certificate for the same period i.e., 30-5-2002 to 6-6-2002 is 
not explained by the Petitioner. It is further proved that 
the Petitioner has procured this certificate just to cover 
his absence. Whereas these certificate belie the statement 
of the Petitioner that he remained absent during the 
charge sheeted period. The Petitioner has produced sick 
certificate for 22-10-2002 to 26-10-2002 whereas attendance 
register produced by management prove that he remained 
present and had put in musters during that period. This 
also prove that this certificate is also fictitious document. 
Petitioner has not only remained unauthorizedly absent 
during the charge sheeted period but he has procured 
false certificate or produced false certificate before the 
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Enquiiy Officer which is also grave misconduct. Thus, the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer that Petitioner remained 
absent without any reasonable and appropriate cause is 
based on evidence produced by the management during 
course of the enquiiy and this Tribunal is also of the 
opinion that the Petitioner remained absent unauthorizedly 
not only in the year 2002 but in the previous years 2000, 
2001 also. He has put in very less number of the musters 
i.e., in the year 20(X) the Petitioner has put in 41 musters 
and in 2001 he put in 35 musters. What was the reason of 
absence during that period has not been explained by the 
Petitioner as such, the finding of the Enquiiy Officer that 
Petitioner was a habitual absentee without any reasonable 
and sufficient cause without any information to his 
superiors was proved by the management during enquiiy 
and the management has rightly dismissed the Petitioner 
from the services who appears to be a negligent and 
careless worker. Thus, the action of the management is 
neither illegal nor unjustifiable. Poin No. I is decided 
KXX)rdingly. 

9. Point No. (II): The Petitioner workman has not 
been able to prove that management has imposed 
disproportionate punishment on him. The management 
has not committed any mistake in terminating the services 
of the Petitioner. The punishment is in accordance with 
the gravity of the misconduct committed by the workman 
and I find that Petitioner does not deserve any leniency or 
sympathy. Point No. II is decided accordingly. 

10. From the above discussion, this tribunal comes 
to the conclusion that Petitioner does not deserve any 
sympathy and he is not entitled for any relief and petition 
deserves to be dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her conectedby me on this the 15th day of 
July, 2011 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner for the Respondent 

ML ML 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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[U T^eT-22012/211/1999-311^ 31R (#^-II)] 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2555.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herely publishes the award (Ref. 12/1999) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Saoner Sub Area of WCL, Saoner, and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/211/1999-IR (CM-II)] 
D. S. S. SRINIVASARAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ. P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGrr-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

Case No. CGlT/NGP/12/1999 Date ^^16-8-2011 


Party Na 1 

; The Sub Area Manager, 

Saoner Sub Area of WCL, Saoner, 
Distt. Nagpur (MS) 


\fersus 

Party No. 2 

: The Jt. General Secretary, 
Rashtriya Koyala Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), 

Plot No. 604, Behind Giripeth 

Post Office, Opp.: RTO, Nagpur 


AWARD 


(Dated: 16th August, 2011) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Sub Area Manager, Saoner Sub Area 
of WCL and their workman, Shri Prem Sunder Ntoses 
Samuel, General Mazdoor, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-22012/21 l/99-IR(CM-lI) dated 30-8-1999, with the 
following Schedule: 

SCHEDUIE 

“Whether the action of the management of Western 
Coal Fields Ltd. through its Sub Area Manager, 
Saoner, Distt. Nagpur in dismi^g Shri Prem Sunder 
Moses Samuel from services w.e.f 22-5-1992 is legal 





6740 


THEGAZEriECFINDIA: SEPTEMBER 17»201imHADRA 26,1933 


[PartII—Sec. 3(ii)} 


and justified ? If not, to what relief is the said 
WDifanan entitled and from which date ?** 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
tbeparties to file tl^ respective statement of claim and 
written statement, in response to which, the union, 
Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), (“the 
union** in short) filed the statement of claim on behalf of 
ShriPiem SunderMosesSamuel, (“the workman*’ in short) 
and the management of the Sub Area Manager, Saoner of 
W<X (“the party No. 1” in short) filed the written statement 

3. Facts leading to the present reference area as 

The workman was appointed as a general mazdoor 
Cat. I, on 3-12>88 and was posted in Saoner Mine 
No. 1. While the workman was woiidng as such, on 
22-7*91, a charge sheet was submitted against him 
by the management, on the allegation of his 
involvement in commission of theft of 45 feet of 
Armed C^^le from Saoner Mine No. 1, The workman 
tvas put under suspension. The woikman submitted 
his exi^anation denying the charges leveled against 
him. Finding the explanation submitted by the 
workman not to be satisfactory, orders was passed 
by the management for initiation of the departmental 
enquiry and accmdingly, a departmental enquiry was 
initiated against the workman. The Inquiry Officer, 
on conclusion of the enquiry, found the charges 
levelled against the workman to have been proved 
and-accordingly submitted his report to the 
Disciplinary Authority. The Disciplinary Authority 
taking into cmisideration the enquiry report and 
other materials on record, passed the order of 
dismissal of the workman from services, w.e.f 
22-5-92. 

It is pertinent to mention here that besides initiation 
of the departmental enquiry, a criminal case was also 
launched against the workman and some others by 
the Police for comnussion of the alleged theft and 
after investigation, Police submitted charge sheet 
against the workman and some others in the court 
of Judicial Magistrate First Class, Saoner, which was 
registered as Criminal Case No. 326/91. However, 
the workman was acquitted by the criminal Court on 
9-9-96. After his acquittal in the criminal case, the 
workman filed an appeal before the Chief (jeneral 
Manager, WCL, Nagpur area, Nagpur for his 
reinstatement, but his appeal was rejected. The fact 
of rejection of the appeal was communicated to the 
workman on 2-6-98. Thereafter, the cause of the 
workman for his reinstatement in service was taken 
up by his union, by writing a letter to the Chief 
General Manager, Nagpur area on 4-7-98, but as no 
reply was received by the union, the union raised 
the industrial dispute on 15-10-98 before the Asstt. 


Labour CommissiQner (Onlial -II), Nagpur (“ ALC” 
in short). The ALC tried for a conciliation but as the 
conciliation feiled, the ALC reported such failure to 
the (Antral Cjovcmment, who in its turn, referred the 
dispute to the Tribunal for adjudication. 

4. The workman through his union has filed the 
statement of claim and has challenged the validity of the 
dqtartmental enquiry on the grounds that the departmental 
enquiry was conducted tty the Inquiry Officer in an illegal 
maimer, ignoring the principles of natural justice and the 
charges levelled against him were vague and not specific 
and lacked particulars of place, date and time of the dleged 
theft and as such, the initiation of the departmental enquiry 
and all other actions taken against him, basing on such 
vague and baseless charges, including the order of his 
dismissal from service are illegal and bad in law and the 
procedure to be followed in he departmental enquiry was 
not explained to him by the fr^uiry Officer, for which also, 
the enquiry is bad in law mid dte evidence of the witnesses 
examined fay the roanagem&i^ m the enquiiy is inconsistent 
and the witnesses have mA involved him in commission 
of the alleged theft aiKi as such, flic findings of the Inquiry- 
Officer are baseless and during the course of the 
departmental enquiry, the toquiry Officer did not give him 
fair and reason^le opportunity and the representation 
made by him were not dealt with properly and therefore, 
the enquiry was unfeir and the Disciplinary Authority did 
not take into consideration his past clean service record 
before imposing the punishment, as required by the 
standing order and no second show cause notice was 
served on him, before passing of the order of dismissal 
from service and as sucli, the punishment imposed is illegal 
and when he was acquitted in the criminal case filed on 
the same allegations, the framing of charge basing on the 
information of the Police and the subsequent actions of 
the management have become invalid and the Disciplinary 
Authority did not pass a speaking order, while passing 
the order of dismissal and the conclusions arrived at by 
the Inquiry Officer and the Disciplinary Authority are not 
reasonable. 

5. The management in its written statement has 
pleaded that the workman and five other employees w ere 
prosecuted by Police and all of them were charge sheeted 
by the management and after holding the departmental 
enquiry, all of them were dismissed from service and the 
departmental enquiry was held fully in accordance with 
law, complying with the principles of natural justice and 
the charges leveled against the workman having been 
found to be proved, the workman was punished with the 
order of dismissal and the charges leveled against tire 
workman were specific and were not baseless and the 
workman was charged with grave misconduct of theft, 
which stood proved and that itself is sufficient to warrant 
the punishment of dismissal and as such, consideration 
of the past service record of the workman was not 





[W\ n-^ 3(ii)] 


6741 


1933 


oeoessaiy and thoas^ the woilaiian iMtt offmd with the 
second ahow cause notice by the Bia na geinent, he did not 
ncdve the sa^ andtbe worionan was not aoqutfed GO 
merit of the criminal diaises^ hot the aoqnitta] of the 
worionan was withoQt trial, as per the dii^onof the 
Hon *Ue Apex Court, as the trial did not oommenoe even 
after two years of sobmissMin of the charge sheet and it is 
also settl^ princ^e of law that a delinquent employee 
can be puiiiriied in a dqiartiiieiital etiquiry, if the char^ 
are proved, even il^ he has been acquitted 1^ the criininal 
court and ^ Inquiry QCGoer has hddboth the charges to 
have been proved and sudi findings are based on materials 
on record. 

6. As this is a case of dismissal from service of the 
woifanan, after holding a dqjartnaeiital eii^iity, the validity 
or otherwise of such departmental enquiry was taken fin 
consideration, as a preliminaty issue and vide ordm^ 
dated 27-10*2010, departmental enquiry was held to be 
legal, proper and according to the principles of natural 
justice. 

7. It was contended on behalf of the workman, 
the union re{»esentative that the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer are perverse as the entire report of the Inquiry 
Officer does not disclose as to whether any report received 
fi-om the police by the management of party No. 1 was 
placed before him or not, the evidence of the witness 
examined on briialf of the management is hear say evidence 
and basing on such hearsay evidence, the findings are 
based and material witness, Shri Parmeswaran, Sr. 
Executive Engineer (E & M), vriio had sutenitted the F.I.R. 
regarding the theft of the aiUKd cable was not exaitiined 
and material documents were not produced in the enquiry 
and as the findings are based cm imagination and not based 
on materials on record and the Inquiry Officer did not 
consider the objections raised by the workman in the 
departmental proceedings in regard to the mode of 
recording of the evidence of the witnesses for the 
management and proceeded with the enquiry and even 
though management was aware of the pendency of the 
criminal case against the workman, management proceeded 
with the departmental enquiry and as such, the dismissal 
of the workman during the pendency of the criminal case 
was unwarranted and management should have waited 
for the verdict of the criminal case. It was further submitted 
by the union representative that on 6-6-1996, the workman 
was acquitted in the criminal case, as police failed to take 
steps for commencement of the trial against him fay way of 
adducing evidence and in view of such acquittal, 
management should not have proceeded with the 
departmental enquiry, which was initiated subsequent to 
the police case and basing on the police report about the 
arrest of the workman and when no ai^)eal was filed against 
such acquittal. It was also submitted that mere suspicion 
when the employer and the police failed to prove the 
charges through a proper trial of the offence, submission 


of chaige sheet against the wtirkman 1^ easployer 

a gaiiMf n n pt nwad criminal and d i y a rianing the 

wodonanfi^serrioes anioantslD inegalactandtiie nmne 
of the wDikmaD was not mentioned asasmycctinthetwo 
F.I JU. sidmutted on 15-7-1991 and 16-7499kby the Sr. 
Executive Engineer, (E&M)Saoiier«id tbeiepartoftbe 
Inquiiy Officer and second show caEose noliceweie not 
served on the workman and as such, tbe actcmhe iield as 
illegal act and for that it is necessary to set aside tiie order 
of dismisstd of the workman fiom aervioeaend ffiongh, 
there was no evidence at all in the twnoBwrlmgs of the 
enquiry regarding the woikiDan caosmg vi^fidriamage to 
the work in {Hogress or to the im9)etty of ffie ^^er, 
the findings of the Inquiry Officer that both the 
misconducts have been proved are erroneous and 
baseless and for that the findings are pervmse and tH^al. 
It was also contended that the punishment of rfismtesal 
fimm service imposed a^inst the workman is riiodmigly 
haish aiKl di^>ropo3tioiiate and file worionan had nndeted 
unblemished service since the date of his joituiig of the 
service without any warning and censure and his past 
service records and the other extenuating arcum^^ces 
were nottaken into consideration before tnqwsitian of the 
punishment and the punishment imposed against Mm 
unreasonable, unfair and severe. In s^jport of such 
contentions, reliance was placed on the dedskmsrqxated 
in the case d Shri J. Ravikumar Vs. The CCa>4pHaidiistan 
Petroleum Corpn. Ltd. in writ petition No. 23371 of 1999, 
Uruonoflndia and others Vs. Mohd. Randan Khan inCivil 
Appeal No. 571 of 1985, The Managing XHrector, 
Electronics Corporation India Ltd., l^lec^iad Vs. B. 
Kaninakar and Shambhu Sharan Lai Vs. Co^indialimited 
and Others, 2011CLR-426. 

8. Per Contra, it was submitted otr briialf of the 
management fay the management T q» es ei ita ti vg» tiiat it is 
ake»ly held by this Tribunal thatthe enqpmy is valid, 
l^al andi»oper and the worionan, while waddnga^grai^ 
mazdoor categ(My-I, on 22-7-1991 was issoedwitoihmge- 
sbeet for his alleged involvement in afaumoct^le 
from Saoner Mine No. 1 and an enqnitywas faMd against 
him and on conclusion of the enquiry, the EaffliiyjBIfficcr 
submitted his report holding the woilcraan taho^pulty. of 
the charges and ^e disdplinaiy authori^pasagdriwonder 
(rfdismissal fiom s^ce w.e.f 22-5-I992jmd twowhnnses 
were examined cm behalf of the managemamiaBpi^xMt of 
the charges during the enquiry and on evideaccdrv^niUal 
was produced by tM woiionan and theteiiiQU^iven by 
the Enquiry Officer are based on the otMandidocBinetrtaiy 
evidence, which wereproducedduring<jffieea7iify4BMtas 
the worieman did not attend the enq ui r y ’e v en tiiough full 
opportunity was given to him to defend hsmself, hehas no 
locus-stanffi to challenge the findingsand in his statement 
given before the police, the workman admitted his guilt 
and such statement, the FIRs and the report submitted by 
the police regarding the arrest of the workman in the 
criminal case were produced and proved by the witnesses 
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for the inanagraaent and the findings of the Enquiiy Officer 
are based on the evidence brought before him during the 
course of the departmental enquiry and the Disciplinary 
Authority agreed with the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
afier going through the materials on record and the 
charges levelled against the workman are very grave in 
nature and the workman indulged himself in commissioa 
of serious acts involving theft and no employer can keep 
such a person in service and due to the invotvement of 
the workman in commission of the theft of the properly of 
the oonq>a]iy, the conqraiQr lost confidence and as such, 
the worlrinan is not entitled for lein^teinent in service 
and back wages and the Tribunal has not been vested 
with the power to interto:e with the punishment inqxrsed 
against the woricman. In support of such contentions, 
reliance has been placed on the decisions reported in 2000 
Lie 3302 (Janata Bazar Vs. Secretary, Satudeari Noukama 
Sangh, 1997 (6) SCC-159 (PuiijabD^Devp. Cotpn. Vs. 
KalasSingh), 2001 (II)LL.J. 1239 (SCX AIR 2000 SC 1462. 

Keeping in view, the principles enunciated by the 
Hon1>le Apex Court and by other Hon’ble Courts in the 
decisions mentioned above and on which, reliance has 
been placed by the parties, now, the present case at haiul 
is to be considered. 

9. First of all, I will take up the contention raised 
regarding non-supply of the enquiry report and second 
show cause notice to the woikman. It was submitted by 
the union representative that in view of the judgments of 
theH(m*bleApexCourtrepoctedm AIR 1991SC471 (Union 
of India Vs. Mofed. Kaitu^ Khan) and 19941.L.L.J. (SC) 
162 (Managing Director ECIL, Hyderabad and B, 
Karunakar), supply of the enquiry report to the workman 
is a must and due to non-supply of the copy of enquiry 
report amounts to failure of giving of reasonable 
opportunity of showing cause by the workman against 
the action proposed to be taken in regard to him and in 
this case, the rq>ort of the Enquiry Qfifioer was not siq>plied 
to the workman and as such, the punishment imposed 
against him is illegal. 

In answer, it was submitted by the management 
representative that in this case though the copy of the 
enquiry report and second show cause were issued to the 
workman, the workman refused to receive the same and as 
such, the decisions cited by the workman have no 
application ai^ moreover, the Hon’ble Apex Cknrrt in the 
case of Shri S. K. Singh Vs. Ontral Bank of India and 
others have held that when no prejudice is caused to the 
delinquent employee due to non-supply of the enquiry 
report, it carmot be held that there was illegality due to 
non-supply of enquiry report and in this case, the workman 
has not stated anywhere that due to non-supply of the 
enquiry report, prejudice was caused to him and as 
such, the contentions raised in this regard carmot be 
entertained. 


Perused the record and found that even though the 
copy of the enquiry nposi and the second show cause 
notice were sent to the workman by the management 
through n peon, the wmkman refused to reedve the same. 
There is also nothing on record to show that any prejudice 
was caused to the woikman for non-siqipty of the copy of 
the enquiry rqxst Hence, I find no force in the contention 
raised by the union representative. 

10. The union representative submitted that in this 
case there was no legal evidencebefore the Enquiry Officer 
and so also the disciplinaiy authority to impose the order 
of dismissal fiom service agmnst the worianan, hence, the 
same is illegal and when there is no evidence for inflicting 
the punishiiient, the Tribunal can interfere with the findings 
of the Enquiry Officer and the disdi^uiaiy authority. It 
was also submitted that as in the criminal case, the 
woricman was acquitted by the court, the woiknm should 
have been reinstated in service with continuity and full 
back wages, but inspite of the same, the management 
dismissed him from service. In suppmt cf the contention, 
reliance was placed on the decision reported in 2006 LAB. 
I.C. 4111 (J. Ravikumar Vs, The Chirf Oeneral Manager, 
HPL) and 2011 (1) CLR 426 (Supra). 

On the other hand, the representative of the party 
No. 1 submitted that the Tribunal carmot act as the 
appdiate authority and re-appreciate the evidence and 
come to a different conclusion then the one arrived in the 
departmental proceedings. It was further contended that 
the nature of the dqrartmental and criminal proc^dings 
are different and in the departmental proceedings, strict 
rules of evidence cannot be made applicable and only 
preponderance of probabilities have to be looked into but 
in a criminal trial, strict rules of evidence are applicable 
and prosecution has to prove the guilt of the accused 
beyond all reasonable doubts and as the acquittal of the 
woikman is not a clean acquittal and his acquittal was due 
to the direction of the Hon’ble Apex Court for non¬ 
commencement of the hearing of the case, the acquittal of 
the woikman did not automatically result in dropping of 
the departmental proceeding. 

11. In view of the above rival contentions, the points 
that foil for considerations are: 

(a) Whether this Tribunal can interfere with the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer and the 
disciplinary authority, if they are sought to be 
proved on no evidence ? 

(b) Whether the punishment imposed against the 
workman is without there been any evidence 
on record ? 

In the judgment reported in 2006 LAB. I.C. 4111 
(Siqira), the Hon’ble Court of Andhra Pradesh (High (^uit), 
after referring to number of decisions of the Hon ’ble Apex 
Court have held that; 
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''Demotion of employee^haige that he had stolen 
propeity of its empl(^er-~Cofpofadon-4>q)ai1niental 
charge sheet was issued bas^ on remand report of 
police official-It was a case of theft-There was no 
direct witness-Circumstantial evidence have to be 
looked into-Confession employee before police 
oSicer and subsequent identification of property 
by manager of corporation cannot be taken as 
evidence against him-Finding based on such 
evidence is perversed and therefore liable to set 
aside.” 

It is well settled that the findings recorded in the 
departmental enquiry by the disciplinary authority or the 
Inquiry Officer as a matter of course, the court cannot sit 
in appeal over those findings and assume the role of the 
appellate authority, but this doesn't mean that in no 
circumstance the court can interfere and such 
interference can be made, if there was no evidence to 
support the findings or the findings recorded were such 
as could not have been reached by any ordinary prudent 
man or the findings were perverse. It is also well settled 
that the disciplinary proceedings before a domestic 
Tribunal are of quasi-judicial in character and therefore 
it is necessary that the Tribunal should arrive at its 
conclusion on the basis of some evidence, that is to say, 
such evidence which and that too with degree of 
definiteness points to the guilt of the delinquent and 
doesn’t leave the matter in a suspicious state as mere 
suspicion cannot take the place of proof even in domestic 
enquiries. If, therefore, there is no evidence to sustain 
the charges against the delinquent, he cannot be held to 
be guilty as in that event, the findings recorded by the 
Enquiry^hqer would be perverse. It is also well settled 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court that domestic Tribunals, like 
an Enquiry Officer, are not bound by the technical rules 
about evi^nce contained in the Indian Evidence Act, 
but it has nowhere been laid down that even substantive 
rules, which would form part of principles of natural 
justice, can be ignored by the domestic Tribunals. 

In the light of the above positions, now it is 
necessary to find out as to whether there is any legal 
evidence to support the conclusions arrived at by the 
Enquiry Officer and the disciplinary authority in this 
case. 

Admittedly, the charge sheet was submitted against 
the workman on the basis of the information received by 
the party No. 1 from the police regarding his arrest in the 
case involving theft of armed cable, which was registered 
on the basis of the FIRs submitted by the Sr. Executive 
Engineer, (E & M). It is also not disputed that the 
workman was acquitted in the criminal case by the court, 
in view of the direction of the Hon’ble Apex Court 
contained in writ petition (Ovil) No. 112Sof 1986, on the 
ground ctf non-commenoement of the trial of the case for 
mote than 2 yean as per orders dated 9-9-2006. On perusal 


of the reports submitted to the police, it is found that the 
name of the workman was not mentioned as a suspect in 
the same. It is also found that there was no direct e^^nce 
r^arding the involveinent of the workman in commission 
of the said theft. The witnessess examined onbriialfof 
the party No. 1 in the departmental enquiry have stated 
about the workman making confession cf committing the 
theft along with some others before the police officer. A 
copy of the statement of the workman recorded by the 
police was also produced in the enquiry. It is settled 
beyoml dotfot thm confession of an accused before the 
police officer is not admissible and cannot be taken as 
evidence against him. No other evidence was adthiced in 
the departmental enquiry showing the invc^vement of 
the workman in commission of the theft and as such, the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer and so also the 
disciplinary authority on such evidence are perverse and 
ther^ore, liable to be set aside. 

In view of the judgments of the Hon’blOi^x Court 
and the judgm^t reported in 2006 LAB. l.C. 411 (Supra) 
this Tribunal can interfere with the perversed findings 
and set them aside. Accordingly, the questions framed are 
answered in affirmative. Hence, the punishment of 
dismissal from service imposed against the wmkman 
cannot be upheld. 

12. Now the question for consideration is as to what 
relief the woricman is entitled In view of the findings that 
the punishment imposed against the workman cannot be 
iqdield, he is entitled for reinstatement in service with 
continuity from the date c^dismissal from service. However, 
the woiianan is not entitled for any badt wages, as he has 
neither pleaded nor proved that he was not gainfully 
employed from the date of his dismissal. Rather, in his 
api^cation submitted to the Chief General Manage, WCL 
(teted 1-8-1997, he had mentioned about his working as a 
labourer with petty contractors during those years. Itence, 
he is not entitled for any back wages. Therefore it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management ofWestem Coal Fields 
Ltd. through its Sub Area Manager, Saoner, Distt. 
Nagpur in dismissing Shri Prem Sunder Moses 
Samuel from services w.e.f. 22-5-1992 is illegal and 
unjustified. The order of dismissal from service of 
Shri Prem Sunder Moses Samuel is set aside. The 
workman be reinstated in service with continuity 
from 22-5-1992. The workman is not entitled for back 
wages or any other relief. The party No. 1 is directed 
to give efiect to the award within one month, from 
the date of publication of the award in the Official 
Gazette. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2556. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govenunent hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 63/2007) 
of the Ontral Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderat^ as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Food (Corporation 
of India and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Govenunent on 26<8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/280^007-IR((>I-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BiHm iHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDirniOALTBffillNALCTJM-lABOURCOURTAT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri ^bd Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 5th day of August, 2011 
Inctastrial Dispute No. 63/2007 
BETWEEN: 

Smt VuiapaHiSatyavathi, 

C/o Mohammad ;Mxhil Razadc, 

Telecmn Ten^ Inspector, 

Monlofy Statue CeiUre, 

TadepalUgudem, West Godavari Distt. ... Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Sestm^ Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

R^ioiiai Office, in Roor, 

Haca^im^ 

Hyd0abad<^(X)OO4 

Z The District Manager, 

Food (Cmporathm of India, 

District Office, TadepaUigudem, 

West Godavari ... Respondent 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner ; M/s. G Phani Babu & Duv'vi 
Peddi Nuka Raju, Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. B.G. Ravindra Reddy, 
P, Srinivasulu & Y. Ranjeeth 
Reddy, Advocates 

AWARD 

This reference has been received from Government 
of India, MinistiyofLabour bearing No. L-22012/280/2007- 
IR(CM.n) dated 20- 11 -2007 under Section 1 0( 1 )(d) of the 
I.D. Act, 1947 to adjudicate the dispute between Smt, Y 
Satyavathi and the management of Food Corporation of 
India. The term of reference is as under: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of the FCI 
by not considering the request of Smt. V. Satyavathi 
for induction as Ancillary Labour under DPS System 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief is the 
concerned work woman entitled ? 

The reference is numbered in this Tribunal as I D. 
No. 63/2007 and notices were issued to the parties. 

2. Smt. V Satyavathi has filed claim statement 
stating therein that she worked as sweeperess in Sri 
\^nkateswara Labour Co-operative Society Ltd., FCI, 
Depot, Tadepalligudem, from 1985 to 1996. During that 
period EPF subscriptions were also deducted from her 
wages. She has alle^ that Direct Payment System was 
introduced by the Respondent management and at the 
time of induction of sweeperess as ancillary labour under 
DPS the Petitioner undergone major operation at Solomen 
Nursing Home, Chirala and she could not be able to attend 
before the concerned committee of selection of DPS 
workers. Later on the Petitioner requested to induct her as 
DPS ancillary labour but her request has not been 
considered. Subsequently, several juniors were inducted 
in the corporation. 

3. Petitioner made number of representations of Food 
Corporation of India authorities and labour officers She 
approached the Labour Enforcement Officer also to refer 
the matter to government. Hence, she has requested that 
her case be considered by the management and she be 
inducted in DPS system as ancillary labour. 

4. Management has filed counter against the claim 
statement submitted by worker wherein it has been alleged 
by Respondent that Sri \fenkateswara FCI Food Storage 
Depot Labour Contract Cooperative Society Ltd., was a 
contractor and Smt. V. Satyavathi worked as ancillary' 
contract labour from 1985 to 1995 through said society 
Thereafter she did not work and she continuously absented 
from duty as such, her name was struck down from the 
rolls of Co-operative Society treating that she has 
abandoned her services. 
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5. Food Coiporation of India Headquarters, New 
Delhi decided to introduce DPS in A.R Region and issued 
guidelines to select the senior most labourers in DPS 
system from identified list of co-operative societies 
through Headquarters letter dated 5-11-1997. The 
requirement was to be assessed and decided as per existing 
norms of Food Corporation of India on t^ basis of 
following formula; 

(a) No. ofHandling Labour (loaders)-* 

Anpyal Turnover fReoeipta Issycs of Bis Baggj 

365 x90 

(b) At the rate of Four persons of Ancillary 
Labour per 5000 Mts. Capacity. 

(c) The workers who are presently working and 
had worked and paid wages continuously at 
least 9 months during the last 12 months 
preceding cessation of operation in the 
concerned depot will be considered for 
employment in the DPS. 

6. It was alleged that Petitioner has not worked 
continuously for 9 months in a year. She remained absent 
for a long time, her name was struck down by the 
concerned co-operative society. Thus, she ceased to be 
employee/member of the said co-operative society. It is 
further alleged that the Food Corporation of India 
management appointed committee of officers for selection 
of labour/ancillary labour in DPS system. The team of 
officers visited FCI Depot, TadepalUgudem on 2-3-1994 at 
2 PM and directed the Assistant Manager of the unit to 
furnish list of the labours along with their bio-data. Since 
Petitioner was not working with the Co-operative Labour 
Society unit during the period of selection her name was 
not mentioned in the list and accordingly her case was ncrt 
taken up by the committee. Headquarters issued letter 
dated 5-11 -1997 prescribing the guideline for introduction 
of Direct Payment system. As per guidelines and circulars 
a labour should be in service and working on the date of 
the circular. Apart from that he should have worked for 
atleast9 months during the last 12 months. Thiscondition 
was not fulfilled by the Petitioner, as such, her case was 
not considered and she was not inducted in DPS system. 
The reference is devoid of merit since Petitioner vms not 
eligible for consideration nor her name was sponsored by 
the local unit for consideration as such, the petition is not 
maintainable. Petitioner is not entitle for any relief and 
reference deserves to be answered in negative. 

7. The Petitioner has filed a rejoinder against the 
counter statemem filed by the management and in para 6 
of her rejoinder it is claimed by the Petitioner that there 
should be total ancillary labour sanctioned to Food 
Corporation of India Depot, Tadepalligudem. Which 
should not be decreased or increased and if their number 
has to be changed then, permission from Zonal Manager 

3360GI/2011—24 


has to be obtained. As per the contention of the Petitioner 
this order was issued on 30-4-1994, as per her contention 
on 30-4-1994 she was working with said cooperative 
society and she worked upto 1996. She ffirther stated in 
para 9 that seniority should have been the criteria for 
selection for DPS. her juniors 1. SrlManga Reddy, 2. 

Smt. G Savitri and 3. Smt. G Kantamma were taken into 
service but Petitioner was not taken into service because 
the management has illegally struck off her name from the 
listof the labours. In her rejoinder she has further stated 
that 240 days service is enough for regularization. Against 
this contention the Learned Counsel for the Respondem 
has contended that it is not a case of regularization. Nor 
Petitioner has come before this Tribunal for regularization 
of her services. 

8. Parties were directed to produce evidence. 
Petitioner worker has filed her affidavit and produced 
hersdffor cross examination. She has forther filed Ex. W1 
circular dated 30-4-1994, she has filed medical certificate 
dated 7-5-2007 wherein it is mentioned that she was 
advised bed rest firom 4-2-1994 to 3-4-1994 and she 
remained hospitalised in Solomon Nursing Home. She has 
also filed the order of Hon*ble High Court of A.P., in the 
matter of B. Ashok and others Vs. Chairman, Food 
Corporation of India to show that in light of the order of 
Hon'ble High Court of A.P., those employees were 
absorbed by Food Corporation of India. She has filed list 
ofthe labours who worked in June, 1995, September, 1995 
and photocopy of two receipts of the deduction towards 
EPF, Management has filed xerox copy of the letter dated 
7-11-1997, 5-11-1997, booklet of Sri \fenkateswara Co¬ 
operative Society and representation of the Petitioner, 
Managementhasfiledaffidavltof Sri V.Y.S.R. Prasad, and 
has produced him for cross examinatioiL 

9. Both parties remained absent on the date of 
arguments as such, I myself have gone into the evidence 
and pleadings of the parties and questions raised by the 
Petitioner worker through her claim statement. This case 
is referred by Government of India and this Tribunal is 
limited to answer the questfon lefened by the Government 
of India, as to; 

(I) Whether the action of management of Food 
Corporation of India in not considering the 
request of Smt. V. Satyavathi as ancillary 
labour in DPS system is legal and justified 
and 

(II) To what relief if any she is entitled for ? 

10. Point No, (I): The Management has contended 
that for induction into the DPS system the Food 
Corporation of India Fteadquarters has issued guidelines 
at the time of preparation of list of labours to be inducted 
in DPS system for that a labour should have been in 
service on the date of the consideration. According to the 
management the 2nd March, 1994 to 4th March, 1994 tl ic 
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meeting was hdd but the name of the Petitioner worker 
was not found in that list because the Petitioner has 
already abandoittd her duty remaining absent from the 
woik. This aqject of the matter appears to be correct 
because from own certificate and piqjeis produced by the 
Petitioner worker she remained absrat znA she was bed 
ridden fiom4-2>1994to3'4>I994. Seccmdly the Petitioner 
has to prove that she has worked for 9 months in the past 
12 months and her rrarne find place in the labour list 
prepared by the cor^rerative society. The Petitioner has 
not been able to produce a single piece ofpaper that the 
Petitioner has worked for 9 months before the date of 
consideration of the names of the labours in inducting 
them in DPS system. Petitioner herself in her cross 
examination has admitted that due to her illness, ‘*she 
could not known the constitution of the screening 
committee and she did not appear before the screening 
committee and she was not absorbed in the service"* 
though in her statement she has stated that it is not 
correct that she could not have been absorbed without 
aj^iearing before the screening committee, however, own 
admission of the Petitioner is sufficient to prove that 
Petitioner did not ai^pear before the screening committee. 
She dis(X)ntinued due to her ill-health though she is 
stating that she*worked upto 1996 but the documents and 
service certificates produced by her show that she has 
under gone operation aiKl she remained bed ridden from 
February to April, 1994 and she did not work after 
undergoing operation. There is no iota of evidence to 
prove that Petitioner has sought any leave from her 
principal employer i.e., Sri Venkateswara Labour 
Cooperative Sodety Ltd., as such, it can not be said that 
Petitioner was working on the date of the screening 
committee meeting. It is also proved that Petitioner did 
not appear before the screening committee and she was 
hospitalized during that period. Fact of her absence and 
cause of sbscncc was not made known to her emplt^er as 
such, her name was struck off from the rolls of workers. 
This material fhct has not been disputed by worker in her 
claim statcknent as such, when Petitioner was absent, her 
name was struck off 1^ her employer from roll of labours 
at the time of preparing the list, she did not inform her 
principal employer Sri \bnkateswara Labour Cooperative 
Society Ltd, regarding absence, or of her health condition 
and liw riame was struck down by the cooperative society, 
the society did not induct the name of the Petitioner for 
conskl^tion for absorption or induction in DPS system. 
There is no evidence that Petitioner worked for 9 months 
as required by the guidelines formulated by the Food 
Corporation (d'IfKha management. 

11. In the light of the above discussion, this Trilmiial 
is of the <^Hni(Hi that ttie Food Corporation of India 
management las not committed any illegality in not 
considering the luune of the Petitioner for absorption in 
DPS itystme. The action of the management is legal and 
justified in this case. Point No. (I) is answered accordingly. 


12. Puinl No. (IQ : Petitioner has not been able to 
fUDve that action of management is illegal and uiyustified 
as sudi, the Petitkmeris not entitled for any relief. Point 
No. (11) is aiKweiedaoootdiiigty. 

13. In conclusion, the action of the management of 
Food Corporation of India fay not considering the request 
of SmL V Satyavathi for induction as Ancillary Labour 
under DPS System is legal and justified and the Petitioner 
is not entitl^ frnr any relief as such, the reference is 
answmed accordingly. 

Award passed accordingty. Transmit. 

Dictated to SmL P. PhaniGowii, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 5 th day of 
AugusL2011. 

VEDPRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
^qiaidix of evidence 

M^tnesses examined for the >\^tnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Rnpondent 

WWl: SmL V Satyavathi MW 1: Sri VY.S.R. Prasad 

Doounents mailced for the Petitkner 

Ex. W1: Copy of Ir. by Respondem Regional 

Office, IfydcrabadFile No. S. & C 32(7) 93. 
Conti dated 30-4-1994 

Documents marked for the Reqmndent 

NIL 

26 3PR?T, 2011 

w.aw. 2557.—aiffiPran, i947 (1947 
^ 14)^ URT17 ^ 

3f3prir afhaiPrai frm wr 

grffiwi/tw -qiqwq , ^ -Rsm 25 / 2005 ) 

^ t, ^ ^ 26-8-2011 ^ 9TRT 

j 

[U R?I-22012/155/2004-3n^ 3!R (dh?T-II)] 
Rtf^fRRT TPt, 

New Delhi, the 26th AugusL 2011 

S.O. 2557.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Govemmem hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/2005) 
Carnal Go^. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Ns^gpur,^ shown in the Annexuie in the iruhistrial dispute 
betv^n the mmiagement of M/s. Western Coalfields 
Limited, and their workman, which was received Ity the 
Central Govemment on 26-8-2011. 

[No. L-22012/155/20(H-IR(CM-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 
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AMimsflE: 

BEFORE SHIUXP.CHAMB,PiUESmifK^OVFlCl^ 
CX7i:CI7M4.AB0^ GO^ 

c^i^CGrr/NQpnsmaos 

Patty No. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, SiUewata 

Sub Area of WCL, 

Post SiUewara, Distt Nagpur, 
Maharastitra441109 

\feisos 

Party No. 2 : The General Secretaiy, 

Lai Zanda Coal Nfines Mazdocu 
Umon, Cool Estate, Civil lines, 
Nagpur-440001 (MS.) 

On>ER 

(Dated: 16th August, 2011) 

This order arises out of the petition filed by the 
woilonan, for witlufaawal the case. 

2. The facts necessary for disposal of the petitum 
are as follows : 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) a^ sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947)C*the 
act” in short), the Central Govmuneitt has referred 
the industrial di^Hite between the enqric^wrs, in 
relation to the managematt of \lVbsteni CoNatfields 
Uinited of Sub Area of Sillewara and thdr worioiiaii, 
Shri Shaukat AU for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-22012/155/2004-IR(CM-ID dated 17-3-2005, with 
the fidlowing Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

** Whether the management of M/s. Western 
Coalfields Limited through its Sub Area 
Manager, Sillewaia Sub Area, PO Sillewara, Distt. 
Nagpur is justified in denying the demand pf the 
General Secretary, Lai Zan^ Coal Mines Mazdoor 
Union, hbgpur for regularization of the woricman 
Shri Shaukat AM Sultan Ahmed in the Post ofLamp 
Issue and Return Clerk in Clerical Grade-m asper 
Cadre Scheme JBCCI LI. No. 30 dated 26r6-19S4 
with retrospective eflEsct from 1-1-19S^ and wifii 
consequent benefits as per NCWA VI ? If not, to 
what relief the said workr^ is entitled ?” 

3. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of clatm aiKl 
written statement and aocordingty, the wmktnan, Shri 
Shaukat AU filed the statement ofclaim through his union, 
Latzanda <3oal Mines Mazdoor union and the management 
of WCL filed the written statement 


4. fo his statesieDtafdaiiit the workman had prayed 
to dedare the action of the management not lobe jukified, 
in not regularizing his service in the post of lamp issue 
aDdreCumdetkw.eX 1-1-1999. 

5. The management ofWCL in foe written statement 
denied foe aU^ations made by foe workman imd pleaded 
inter alia that the action of tte management is just^ted 
and foe workman is not entitled for any relief. 

6 . On 6-4-2011, foe advocate for foe workman filed a 
pursis stating that as the grievance of foe wmkman were 
substantially mrt by the mauagemiraL by pmooting him 
toa grade equivalatt to the po^oflanq) issue ami return 
clerk, the workman is tjonmre interested to prosecute the 
reforence. However, a direction was givmi for filing 
an application by the workman supported with affidavit. 
AccOTdingly, foe workman fil^ the application on 
29-7-2011 for withdrawal of the case, st^ported with an 
alffidavit. 

7. Perused the record. Taking into consideration the 
focts and foe ctrcumstances of the case, the petition is 
allowed In view ofthe submission as made in ^petition 
that the workman is not int^sted to prosecute the case 
it is held that the workman is not entitled for any relief. 
Hence it is ordered: 

OREKR 

The mana^ment of M/s. WeAem Coalfields limited 
through its Sub-Area Manager; Sillewara Sub Area, P.O. 
Sillewara, Distt. Nagpur is justified in denyii^ foe demand 
<rfthe General Secretary, 1,^1 Zanda Coal Mines Mazdoor 
Union, Nagpur for regularization of the workman Shri 
Shaukat Ali Sultan Ahmed in the post of Lamp Issue & 
Return Clerk in Clerical Grade-111 as per Cadre Scheme 
JBCD I.l No. 30 dated26-6-1984wiforetrospecdvccflfoct 
from 1-1-1999 and with consequential benefits as per 
NCWA VI. The workman is not entitled for any relief 

The ai^lication dated 29-7-2011 is madepait (rf* order. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
26 2011 

TaBT.adl, 2558.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ «iKt 17 ^ 

77 / 2007 ) 

^ t, ^ 26-8-2011 ^ 

3rn<rpTr «ii I 

I'd 1(^-22013/1/2011 3nt (ril-II) ] 
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New Delhi, the 26th Augiis4^2011 

S.O. 2558.—pursuance of S^ou 17 of the 
Industrial Di^nites Act, 1947 (14 of 194^^, the Cmtral 
Govemmmt heid^ publishes the award ^ the Central 
Qovt. Indus. Tribui^-cum-Laboiir Court, Ifydo^d 
(CCHT/LCID/77/2007) now as ^own in the Annexure in 
the industrial dispute between the en^oyers in rdation 
to the management of SCCL and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26’8-2011. 

[No. L-22013/iy201 I^C-IDJ 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNCXCRE 

BEFORE IHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDliSTRlAL 1iaBlINAL<tJM<LABOlJR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Piakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated, the 30th d^ of June, 2011 

Industrial Dispute L.C. Na 77/2007 

NTWEEN: 

Shri. iCotte Ashok, 

S/oRtyesham, 

R/o Begunq)et Post, 

Begumpet Mandal, 

Khamanpur, Distt Karimnagar ... Petitioner 
AND 

1. The Chief General Manager, 

M/s Sin^ei^CdUieries Company Ltd, 

R.G I Godavankhani, 

Karimnagar District 

Z The Managing Director, 

M/s Singareni Collieries Company Ltd, 
(Administration) Kothagudem, 

Khanwnam District ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : Shri S. Bhagwanth Rao, 

Advocate 

For the Respondent; M/s. P.A.VVS. Sarma & \^jaya 
Laxmi Panguluri, Advocates 

AWARD 

This petition imder Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri Kotte Ashok, Ex-Badli filler to set 
aside the termination order dated 5-7-2002 and to reinstate 
the Petitioner yi^rkman with full back wages. 

2. It is alleged by the Petitioner that Petitioner was 
appointed by Respondent in RK 6 on 31-3-1986 as a Floor 
Badli Filler and he discharged his duties to the fullest 


satis&ction of his superiors till his removal from service 
w.c.f. 8-7-2002vide order dated 5-7-2002 for his absence 
during the year 2000. He was absent due to sudden demise 
of faisbrotl^and also due to his ill-health. He submitted 
medical certificates of2001 which were not considered. 
Petitioner is an illiterate person. Respondent conducted 
defective enquiry and dismissed the Petitioner from 
service. Ifc submitted e}q>lanation dated 24-4-2007, but it 
was not considered. Enquiry report was not explained 
properly to him. Petitioner’s removal dated 8-7-2002 is 
arbitrary, illegal and against the principles of natural justice. 
It is submitted that the Respondents reviewed the cases 
of absenteeism for the year 2002, Petitioner received 
interview card for the same and attended the interview at 
Kothagudem but his rise was not considered. He 
represented Respondent for employment but no response 
Hence, it is prayed that the dismissal order issued by 
Respondent be declarer’ is illegal and arbitrary and set 
aside the same oonsequoitiy directing the Respondents 
to reinstate the Petitioner into service with all 
consequential benefits. 

3. Management has jmbmitted his reply alleging 
therein that Petitioner remained absent for the year 2000 
which banqrered the w)iking of the conqrany, the absence 
of the Petitioner was without any sufficient cause which 
is grave miscotKhK:! within the StandingOrders 25.25 of 
the company and dismissal is not bad in the light of the 
case law reported in 1996(1) SCC 302 State of U P. and 
others Vs. Ashok Kumar Singh. Petitioner was appointed 
into the service of the Respondent company on 28-5-1986 
as floating badli filler. He was promoted as coal filler w.e.f. 
13-4-1993. Petitioner had put in 85 musters in the year 
2000. He remained absent for the rest of days in the year 
2000 as such, he was issued with a charge sheet dated 
20-4-2001 for his absenteeism during the year 2000. 
Petitioner has submitted explanation to the charge sheet 
dated 24-4-2001 which was found unsatisfactory as such, 
enquiry was ordered. Due notices were given to the 
Petitioner to participate in the enquiry proceeding. The 
notice was acknowledged by the Petitioner and he 
participated fiilly in the enquiry proceeding. Petitioner was 
e^qrlained the procedure of the enquiry in Tblugu language, 
he pleaded guilty of the charges levelled against him. 
Enquiry report was also provided to the Petitioner. He 
acknowledged the notice and submitted his representation 
dated 14-10-2001. In consideration of his representation, 
he was given an opportunity to improve himself by keeping 
the disciplinary action to be taken against him in abeyance 
temporarily and to observe his attendance and work 
performance for a period of six months from 1-11 -2001 to 
30-4-2002 with a condition that he has to put atleast 20 
musters in every month with a filling performance of two 
tubs for every muster on an average per month. Inspite of 
warning letter dated 20-12-2001 he failed to avail the 
opportunity to improve his attendance and performance 
is as under: 

4. 
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Month Filling Acting Total Tubs 

Musters Musters Musters Filled 


Nov. 2001 

09 

01 

10 

10.0 

Dec. 2001 

14 

01 

15 

20.0 

Jan. 2002 

08 

00 

08 

10.0 

F^.2002 

04 

00 

04 

05.0 

Mar. 2002 

09 

00 

09 

09.5 

Apr. 2002 

06 

2 

08 

09.0 

Total 

50 

04 

54 

63.5 


His attendance in the year 1997 was 126 musters, in 
1998 was 122 musters, in 1999 was 160 musters, in 2000 
was 085 musters and in 2001 was 77 musters. He hiiled to 
put mandatory mustors 190 per year after giving an 
opportunity during observation period also, as such. 
Respondent was constrained to dismiss the Petitioner from 
service for unauthorized absenteeism, w.e.f. 8-7-2002 vide 
order dated 5-7-2002. Petitioner did not produce any 
sickness proof, thus he failed to produce any material or 
evidence before the Enquiry Officer. Petitioner did not 
avail the assistance of co-woricer though he was given 
opportunity to take the help of a co-worker. He 
intentionally absented himself without any reason or 
cause. The company has provided medical £idlities 1^ 
establishing hospitals, the Petitioner did not reported to 
the company hospital for his sidoa^ thus, his submission 
that he was absent due to ill-health is unfounded. Enquiry 
Officer has given his finding on the material placed before 
him by the management and no foult can be find in the 
enquiry report, it is based on evidence and Petitioner’s 
dismissal order is not disproportionate to the misconduct 
committed by him since Petitioner was not regular to his 
duties company has dismissed him which is neither illegal 
nor invalid. E^ce, the petition be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce documentary 
evidence in support of their claims. Petitioner has filed 
original dismissal order dated 5-7-2002, xerox copies of 
representation of the Petitioner to Re^ndent and reputed 
persons, recommendation letters forPetitioner by some 
reputed persons to hi^r officials and Ministers, etc.. 
However, the Respondent has filed charge sheet, 
acknowledgement of charge sheet, explanation to charge 
sheet, enquiry notice, entire domestic enquiry proceedings 
file, enquiry report, show cause notice issued to him, his 
representation to show cause notice, office orders and 
dismissal order. 

5. Coming to the point of the legality and validity of 
domestic enquiry conducted by the management it is 
pertinent to mention that as the Petitioner has not 
challenged the legality of the domestic enquiiy, domestic 
enquiry was held to be legal and valid. Case fixed for 
arguments under Sec. 11 Aof the Industrial Disputes Act, 


1947, Petitioner counsel called absent as such, argument 
of Respondent’s counsel was heard. 

6 . It appears that Petitioner is not interested to 
proceed with the case. However, I have gwie through the 
claim statement, counter statement, documents of the both 
parties and arguments of the Respondent. 

7. It is admitted fact that the Petitioner remained 
absent during the year 2000 for which a charge sheet 
dated 20-4-2001 was issued to the Petitioner, he 
acknowledged the receipt of charge sheet and sifomitted 
his explanation to the charge sheet. It is also admitted that 
domestic enquiry was conducted and Petitioner 
participated in the domestic enquiry. On the basis of the 
report submitted by the Enquiry Officer dismissal order 
h^ been passed against the Petitioner which is under 
challenge. The workman did not contested about legality 
of domestic enquiiy as such, it was held to be legal and 
valid. 

8 . This tribunal has to consider the following 
points; 

(1) Whether the absence ofPetitioner during the 
year 2000 was for any sufficient and 
reasonable cause or not and ibc rep(»rt of 
Enquiiy Officer is based on evidmice or not ? 

(2) Whether the punishment imposed upon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the 
misconduct committed ^ the Petitioner ? 

9. Point No. 1: The Petitioner has submitted that 
due to sudden demise of his brother and his sickness 
during the year 2000 he remained absent. His statement 
was record^ by the Eixpuy Office and during the course 
of the enquiry he stated that he remained absent for the 
period mentioned in charge sheet due to health problems. 
But has not been able to provide any single piece of paper 
before the Enquiiy Officer to substantiate his illness, he 
has not mentioned what was the cause of his ill-health 
and from where he took treatment. He simply stated that 
his health condition was not good due to which he 
remained absent during the year 2000. As against this, 
the management has produced Sri R Chandra Redtty, OS 
and SriRC. Malakoiidaiah,PSC to prove that Petitioner 
remained absent without any leave or without any 
intimation during the year 2000 and had put in only 85 
musters in 2000. Since absence of the Petitioner was 
admitted by the Petitioner himself it was the sole duty of 
the Petitioner to prove that his abseiK:e was due to any 
cogent reason or sufficient cause. Petitioner was unable 
to prove that his absence during the year 2000 was due to 
sufficient reason. Though he stated that he was absent 
due to ili-bealthbut heis not able to provide aity evidence 
ormaterialm sui^rtofhis illness. Even if it is presumed 
that Petitioner remained absent due to the ill-h^th why 
he did not informed his siq)eriors r^arding his illness has 




6750 


THEGAZETTEOFINDIA: SEPIEMBER 17,2011/BHAE»A26.1933 


[PaktII—Sec. 3(u)J 


not been explained the Petitioner. Thus, the finding of 
the Enquiiy Officer that Petitioner’s absence during the 
year 2000 was based on evidence and reasoning and no 
fauh can be find in the finding arrived at by the Enquiiy 
Officer. In his claim pdition the Petitioner h^ alleged that 
he remained absent due to sudden demise of his brother, 
however, this plea was not raised before Enquiiy Officer 
nor the Petitioner has produced any material b^re this 
Tribunal to prove the (temise of his brother as sudi, this 
plea is of no help. 

9. This tribunal is also of the opinion that the 
Petitioner remained absent without any intimation to his 
employer during the year 2000, his absence was without 
any reasonable or sufficient cause and thereby the 
Petitioner has committed misconduct mentioned in paia 
25.25 of the Standing Orders of the compaiQr. Point No. 1 
is decided accordingly. 

10. PdiitNo.2:So&rasthequestiond‘punishment 
is concerned the Petitioner has not been able to justify 
his absence during the year 2000, he has voluntarily 
admitted before the Enquiiy Officer that he remained 
absent during 2000 and though the Respondent 
management has stated in the counter statement that 
Petitioner remained absent during the years 1997,1998 
and 1999 but it was not mentioned in the charge sheet 
However, this fact was not brought before the Enquiry 
Officer also. As siu^h, the previous absence can not be 
taken into consideration but the absence during the entire 
year 2000 is surely a grave misconduct and management 
has not cmnmitted any mistake in passing the punishment 
of dismissal against the Petitioner. Learned Counsel for 
the Respondent has argued that the Petitioner was an 
unwilling woiker who has not cared to perform his duties 
with sinoerify as such, the punishment was proper and 
inteiference is not required in this case. 

11.1 agree with the argument of the Learned Counsel 
for the Responded axxl I am also of the considered opinion 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is neither 
excessive nor disproportionate and Petitioner is not 
deserving for a lenient view to be taken in favour of the 
Petitioner, nor interference is required in the matter of the 
punishmoti. Point No. 2 is decided accordingly. 

12. From the above discussion, this tribunal is of the 
considered opinion that the claim petition is unfounded, 
no interference is required in this case. Petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief petition deserves to be dismissed 
and it is dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this the 30th d^ of 
June, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 


Appendixitf evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

ML NB 

llocuments marked for the Petitioiier 

NIL 

Documotis marked for the Re^ponddit 
NIL 

26 3PT^^,20I1 

W.3ir. 2559,—atftifWT, 1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ tiro 17 ^ ^ 

^ iNtitra '% ^ 

15ff^ mm 

t vwiai ^ vtsfli 56/2006) 

till 26-8-2011 

^ til I 

t??T-22013/l/2011-3n^3nT (#-II)} 

TTti, arftiq^Tft 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. ^59.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Diqnites Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Gov^nment herd^ publishes the award of the Central 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Hyderabad 
(CGrr/LCID/56/2006) as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the emplc^ers in relation to 
the numagement of SCCL, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-8-2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/2011-IR(C-II)] 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BE^RE TBECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSnOAL TRIBUNAL'GUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri ^bd Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 26th d^ of July, 2011 

Industrial Dispute L.C. Na 56/2006 

BETWEEN: 

SriNkl. Gousuddin, 

S/oMdAli, 

R/o()L No. D-209, Laxiniiiagar, 

Godayarikhani, Karirnnagar, 

Distfict-505209 .. .Petitioner 


' •Ml I ■mvUMii 


AND 







lw\ n—^ 3(ii)] 


17, 201 l/<ng 26 , 1933 


6751 


The Geneial Manager, 

M^s. Singareni CoUiefies 

CompaDyLtd., 

Ramagnndiim-l Area, 

Ramagundum Division ... Re^xuidciits 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. A.K, Jayaprakash Rao, 
M. Govind, K. Ajay Kumar & 
\fenkatesh Dixit, Advocates. 

For the Respondent: Sri M. Shankar Narayan, 
Advocate. 

AmRD 

Sri Md. Gousoddin has filed this petition under Sec. 
2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 against the management of 
M/s. Singareni Collieries Conq)any Ltd., challenging his 
dismissal order dated2l*10>2005. 

2. It is submitted by the I^tioner that he has joined 
the services of the Respondent compaiQr as badli filler on 
S>3-1992 and he was absorbed as general mazdoor 
Categoiy-1 in the year 1995, later promoted as general 
mazdoor Categoiy-II. He was discharging duties as per 
the instructiom of his superiors without any blame till 
he was illegally dismissed fixnn service by order dated 
21-10-2005. 

3. Petitioner fiirther submitted that he w^ issued 
with a charge sheet dated 13-2-2005 alleging the charge, 
'’Habitual late attendance or Habitual absent from duty 
without sufficient cause** which amounts to misconduct 
under Standing Older No. 25(25) for vdiich he has siibmitted 
his explanation dated 21-2-2005 deiQing the allegations. 
He categorically submitted in his e7q)lanation that due to 
ill-health and famify problems he could not attend to duties 
in the charge sheeted period but without considering the 
same an enquiiy was ordered and a stage managed enquiry 
was conducted wherein he was denied reasonable 
opportunity in violation of principles o£ ludural justice. 
Enquiry Officer has iKit explained the enquiry proceeding 
to him. Enquiry was coruhicted in English l^guage in 
which Petitioner was not conversant and obtained 
signatures of the Petitioner on enquiry proceeding which 
is illegal. 

4. Petitioner further submitted that he has produced 
the medical certificate and fitness certificate before the 
En^ty Officer issued by Dt R. Sharalh Kumar, Wanmgal 
Enquiry Ofiker has not consulted the material evidence 
on record and gave his findings holding the Petitioner 
guilty of charges which is perverse and biased. 
Managen^nt has issued show cause notice to which 
Petitioner has submitted his explanation. Petitioner 
submits that since the date of his dismissal he remained 
utkemployed despite his best efforts for any ahemative 
employment. He pr^ed this Tribmml to set aside the 


dismissal order and direct the Respondent toreinstate 
the Petitioiier into service with coQtinoity of service, bade 
wages and all othm* benefits. 

5. Respondent management has filed counter 
statement. It is submitted that Petitioner was initially 
appointed as bodli filler on 8-3-1992, later he was drafted 
asGeneialMazdcx^w.e.f 1-9-1995and he worked at CHK. 
No. llndine. He remained absent in 2004 without leave, 
sufficient cause and be had put in only 17 musters, as 
such, he was issued with a charge sheet dated 13-2-2005 
under the company’s Standing Orders No. 25.25 which 
reads as under: 

"HaWtoal late attendance or habitual absence from 

(hity without sufficient cause.** 

6 . Charge sheet was received by him and 
ackrioMedgedby hiin. Petitiemer submitted his esqilanation 
dated 21-2-2005 which was found not satisfoctory, as such 
enquiiy was ordered and notice was sent to Petitioner. On 
28-2-2005, Petitiooer folly paiticqjated in the enquiiy, the 
enquiry was conducted coi^yiog principles of natural 
justice. P^tioner was e?q>lai^ with the procedure of 
enquiry, he did not take assistance of ai^ co-worker or 

bearer and the proceedings neree?q)lajned in Iblugu 
language and after understandiiig the proceedings only 
the Petitioiier affixed his signature. As per charge sheet he 
was absent during the entire period from 1-1-2004 to 
31-12-2004 exeqn for 17 days. 

7. It was alleged by the PetitiQner that he was absrat 
due to ill-health and he alleged that a certificate issued by 
Dr. R Sharath Kumar, Civil Asstt Surgeon, MGMHo^atal, 
Warangal is being produced but foiled to produce such 
certificate or at^ valid document to substantiate his 
alleged sickness. His attendance in the year 2001 is 123 
musters, in 2002 he has put in 160 musters, in 2003 he has 
put in 101 musters and in 2004 be has put in 17 musters. 
After counselling in the year 2005 upto the month of 
September he has put in 50 musters oi^. Petitioner was 
counselled in presence of his fiunity members and trade 
union leaders and colleagues on 30-3-2005. Itetitioner 
submitted an undertaking assuring that he will put in 22 
rrmsters regularly in fiiture. It is submitted that F^tioner 
was kept under observation fiom 1-4-2005 to 30-6-2005, 
but he had put in 10 musters during observation period 
instead ofa minimum of 66 mustm. Basing on verification 
of records aitovohintaiy adtriission of Petitioner the charge 
against the Petitioner has been proved. Reqtondent issued 
show cause notice dated 26-8-2005 enclosing copy of 
enquiiy proceeding and enquiry report by registered post 
wifo actoowledgement due. Petitioner submitted his 
representation dated 28-9-2005 which was found not 
satisfiictory as such, Respondent was constrained to 
dismiss turn w.e.f 24-10-2005vide order dated 20-10-2005. 

8 . It has been submitted that the Petitioner foiled to 
produce valid documentary evideitoe to sd>^antiate his 
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statement of sickness. He would have availed medical 
fiicilities provided by the Respondent company. If any 
workman absent wi^out prior notice it will hamper the 
work schedule of the Re^ndent company. It compels 
the Respondent to take severe action against the 
unauthorized absentees^ as it was taken in the present 
case of the Petitioner. It has been submitted by 
Respondent that the case laws reported in State of U.P. 
and Others Vs. Ashok Kumar Sin^ and Another 1996(1) 
see 302 and in Ashappa*s case are relevant to the present 
case. Petition and claim statement deserves to be 
dismissed. 

9. Both parties were directed to file their respective 
evidence. Petitioner filed charge sheet, xerox copy of 
explanation to charge sheet, show cause notice, copy of 
enquiry report, copy of enquiry proceeding and dismissal 
order. Respondent filed doimments of enquiry proceeding 
i.e., charge sheet, enquiry proceeding record, enquiry 
report, show cause notice, undertaking of petitioner, 
representation of Petitioner and dismissal order. 

10. Petitioner’s counsel filed memo on I9’6-2009 
stating that he is not disputing the validity and legality of 
the domestic enquiry held by Respondent, hence the 
domestic enquiry was held valid and case is fixed for 
arguments uiider Sec. 11A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947. 

11. On the date of hearing Petitioner and counsel 
were absent, heard Respondent’s counsel under Sec. 11A 
ofIndustrialDisputes Act, 1947. 

12. It appears that Petitioner is not interested to 
proceed with the case. However, I have gone through the 
claim statement, counter statement, documents of the both 
parties and arguments of the Respondent. 

13. It is admitted fact that the Petitioner has put in 
only 17 musters during the year 2004 for which a charge 
sheet dated 13-2-2005 was issued to the Petitioner against 
which the Petitioner filed his explanation stating therein 
that he remained absent because of ill-health. It is also 
admitted fact that domestic enquiry was conducted and 
Petitioner participated in the domestic enquiry. On the 
basis of the report submitted by the Enquiry Officer 
dismissal order has been passed against the Petitioner 
which is under challenge. In this case this tribunal has to 
consider: 

(1) Whether the absence ofPetitioner during the 
year 2004 was for any sufficient and 
reasonable cause or not and the report of 
Enquiry Officer is based on evidence or not ? 

(2) Whether the punishment imposed upon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the 
misconduct committed by the Petitioner ? 

14. Point No> 1: The Petitioner has subniitted that 
he was sick due to which he remained absent during the 


year 2004 and put inl7 musters during the year 2004. His 
statement was recorded by the Enquiry Officer, during 
course the enquiry he stated that he woriced for 17 
days and remained ab^nt for the rest of days in 2004 due 
to health problems but has not been able to provide any 
single document before the Enquiry Officer to 
substantiate his allegations. In his reply dated 21-2-2005 
he wrote that he was not keq)ing good health due to which 
he could not attend to his duties regularly. As against 
this, the management has produced Sri N. Seetaram Reddy, 
Act. POAGdk. No. 1 Incline, and Sri G Laxminarasaiah, 
Paysheet Clerk to prove that Petitioner remained absent 
without any leave or without any intimation during the 
year 2004 fim January to December. Since absence of the 
Petitioner was admitted by the Petitioner himself it was 
the sole duty of the Petitioner to prove that his absence 
was due to any cogent or sufficient cause. Petitioner was 
not ^le to prove that his absence during the year 2004 
was due to sufficient reason. Though he stated that he 
was absent due to ill-health but he is not able to provide 
ariy evidence or proof in support ofhis illness or treatment 
for ill-health. Workman has produced xerox copy of 
Fitness Certificate dated 30-9-2004 alleged to be issued by 
Dr. R. Sharath Kumar, before this Tribunal. However, this 
certificate does not disclose the nature of disease woikman 
suffered and period during which Dr. Sharath Kumar treated 
the workman, as such, this certificate appear to be 
doctmed document. Not only that workman h^ not proved 
this certificate either through his affidavit or by producing 
Dr. Sharath Kumar, as such, this document is of no help to 
workman. Even if it is presumed for the sake of argument 
that Petitioner remained absent due to ill-health why he 
did not inform his superiors regarding the same has not 
been explained by the Petitioner. Workman himself has 
admitted his guilt before Enquiry Officer as such, finding 
of the Enquiry Officer that Petitioner’s absence during 
the year 2004 was based on evidence and reasoning and 
no fault can be find in the finding arrived at by the Enquiry 
Officer. There is no perversity in the finding of Enquiry 
Officer, it is based on evidence. 

15. This tribunal is also of the opinion that the 
Petitioner remained absent without any intimation to his 
employer during the year 2004 his absence was without 
any reasonable or sufficient cause and thereby the 
Petitioner has committed misconduct mentioned in para 
25.25 of the Standing Orders of the company. Point No. 1 
is decided accordingly. 

16. Point No. 2: So for as the question of punishment 
is concerned the Petitioner has not been able to justify his 
absence during the year 2004, he has voluntarily admitted 
before the Enquiry Officer that he remained absent during 
2004 and could attend only 17 musters though the 
Respondent management has stated in the counter 
statement that Petitioner remained absent during the year 
2001 to 2003 also which was not mentioned in the charge 
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sheet. However, this feet was not brought before the 
Enquiry Officer also. As such, the previous absence can 
not be taten into consideration but the absence in the 
year 2004 is surely a grave misconduct and management 
has not committed any mistake in passing the punishment 
of dismissal against the Petitioner. The Petitioner has 
raised the plea that the Petitioner could not secure 
alternative employment after dismissal firom the services 
against which Learned Counsel fcH* the Respondent has 
argued that Petitioner himself is responsible for his 
condition of unemployment, the Petitioner was a unwilling 
worker who has not cared to perform his duties with 
sincerity as such^ the punishment was proper and 
interference is not requir^ in this case. 

17.1 agree with the argument ofthe Learned Counsel 
for the Respondent and 1 am also of the considered ofunion 
that the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is neither 
excessive nor disproportionate and Petitioner is not a 
deserving person flw ai^ lenient view to be taken in 
favour of the Petitioner. The Petitioner himself is 
responsible for the starvation of his family rneinbers, no 
interference is required in the matter of the punishment 
Point No. 2 is decided accordingly. 

18. From the above discussion, this tribunal is of 
the considered opinion that the claim petition is 
unfounded, no interference is required in this case. 
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief, petition deserves 
to be dismissed and it is dismissed. Heiioe, this award. 

Atvard passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Perstmal Assistant 
transcribedbyliec corrected by me on this the 26th day of 
Jufy,2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, PresidiEig Officer 
Appendix evkkxice 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

bt. Na 

Docnmaits marked for the PetHioiier 
NIL 

Docoments marked for the Re^ndent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2560.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Govt. Indus. Tribunal>ciun-Labour Court, Hyderabad 
(CGIT/LCTD/96/2007) as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Disinite between the enq)loyers in relation to 
the manaffim ent of SCCL, and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26>$-2011. 

[Mb. L-22013/1/2011-IR(C-ID] 
D.S.S. aUNIVASA RAO,Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INmJSTRIALTRmiJNALfllM'LABOmCt)!)^ 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Vsd Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 2nd day of May, 2011 

Indostrlal Dispnte L.C. Na 96/2007 

BETWEEN: 

SriSunkari Ashok, 

S/oSamaiah, 

eVo Fashion World, 

GangaRed(fyRoad,Mancherial Post, 

Mancherial, District Adilabad .. .Petitioner 

AND 

L The General Manager, 

M/s. Singaieni Collieries Company Ltd, 
BehanqjoUi, Post BeUampalli, 

AdilabadDistzict 

Z The M^ging Director, 

M/s. Singareni Collieries Company Ltd, 
Kothagudem Post, 

Kh^nmam District ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. S. Bhagwanth Rao, 

Advocate 

Fot the Respondent: M/s. P.A.VVS. Samia& 
Vijayalaxnu Panguluri, 
Advocates 


3360 GI/2011—25 
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AWUO) 

This petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri Sunkari Ash^ Ex'-badli filler to set 
asi^ the temdnadon order dated 10-10-2001 and to 
reiiistate the Petitioner workman with fiill bade wages. 

2. It is alleged fay the Petitidner that father of 
Petitioner was an enqjloyee of Respondent who worked 
for 15 years arid imkntuiutdy died in the year 1995. After 
demise of father of Petitioner, he was provided 
employment on oonqiassiooate grounds in the year 1996 

Respondent No. 1 vide letter No. P. BPA/85 A/2174 
dated 20-7-1996 and he was regularized. The Petitioner 
has put in 1519 musters in 1997,190 musters in 1998,199 
mustezs in 19519 and 170 musters in2000 and the Petittemer 
could mA^sdiarge his duties in the year 2001 due to his 
ill-health, he used to get knee pains and he submitted his 
medical cetiSficates. 

3. He submitted explanation dated 5-7-2001 and 
representation dated 24-8-2001 but Re^ndent did not 
listen to the representation of the Petitioner and thrown 
the life of Petitioner on road. That the Petitioner did not 
receive charge sheet dated 9-5-2001 but came to know 
only through dismissal order dated 10-10-2001 which is 
biased. The conduct of enqitiry without subsistence 
allowance is null and void. Prq;>er oi^KUtunity was not 
given to the Petitioner in the enquiry proceeding. Hence, 
it is prayed that the impugned otdtf dated 10-10-2001 
issued by the Respondent No. 1 be declared as illegal and 
arbitrary and set asite the same consequently directing 
the Respondents to reinstate the Petitioner into service 
with all consequential benefits. 

4. Management has submitted his rq>ly alleging 

therein that Petitioner remained absent for the year2000 
which hampered the woikmg of the company, tteabsence 
of the Pet^onm* was without at^ sufficient cause which 
is grave rniicfliidiict iSilitin the Standing Orders 25.25 of 
the con^Ni^ and diraiusal is imt bad in the light of the 
case law SCC 302 State of U.P. and 

others Vs. AifMik Kumar Sfogh. Petitioner had put in 160 
musters in the^i^ 15^, IPPmustersin tfaeyear 1998,103 
mustcra in ll^ilid iiit mustetsin the year 2000 as such, 
he was isas^ with a charge sheet beauittg No. MVK-5/ 
14/2001/tw, <bied9-5-2001 for his absenteeism during 
tfaeyear20(9D^ P Sti M iw m rhasiiotsulMnhtedaiyejqtianation 
to the eha^ shett as averred him. PetitimKi’s 
omtentiott that he was int affinded i>ioper opprnhuiity 
is inoorrect. Due notices were given to the Petitioner to 
parti^Mte in the enquiry prooeedirig. The notice was 
acfcaoMo^icid by the Petitioner and he paiticqxUed in the 
eoqiaiypfiooeeiitig.Pietitioiierdidriotavailthe assistance 
of co-wotko' thoo^ he was given the opportunity to 
take the he^of a ocHWoiker. Ffatititmerdid iwt jupduct 
any sickness prodf, thus he foiled to produce any 
documentary evidence before the Etmuiry Officer. 


Attendance legistefs peftaining to the Petitioner for the 
year 2000wero verified in presenoeofthe Petitioner and 
it was found that the Petitioner wu absent during the 
year2000. He isttentiosalfy absented himself without any 
reason or came. The coroqumy has provided medical 
fodlitiesby estahtidiuighmpitsds, the Petitioner did not 
reported to the conqjosyho^tal for his sickness thus, 
his subntissimi that he was absent due to ill-health is 
uirfooBdr i d Enqitiiy Officer has given his finding on the 
matttiid placed before him by the management and no 
fouit can be &d in the enquiry report, it is based on 
evfdenGe and Petitioner’s dismissal order is not 
dttpWpOftiwiMte to the raiscoiKlmt coamutted him 
since Petitioiwr was not regular to hu duties company 
httdauiused vhidi B neither illegal rKU* invalid. It is 
submitted that the subsistcaoeafiowanoe will be paid only 
in case suspmisioa pending enqmiy, which is not 
applicaUe to the Petitioner as he was charge sheeted for 
ab s ente e ism wiffioitt sauctioned leave or sufficient cause. 
Hence^ tile petition be disnussed. 

5. Puties were directed to produce documentary 
evidence in support <3f tiieir claims. Petitioner has filed 
xeitec copies if dismiss^ order, reiuesentati(m of the 
F e titiMw dmed 12-6-2007 and ^pointment order. 
IteiteMii; tile Rtepeodent has filed eiUire domestic enquiiy 
prueetifiege file exi^aaation submitted by the Petitioner, 
enquiiy notice, enqmry rqxut, show cause notice issued 

his explanation against show cause notice and 
^siteanl order. 

6. Goming to the point of the legality and validity of 
domestic enquiry conducted by the management it is 
pertinent to mention that as the Petitioner has not 
challenged^he t^ality of the (fomestic enquiiy, case is 
fixed for rni^mmits under Sec. IIA of tte Industrial 
DiqpeteaAct, 1947, Petitioner coimsd called absent and 
he^ ^gument of Respondent. 

7. It i^pears that Petitioner is not interested to 
^^ooecd with the case as he has not participated in 
ar^uneiit st^. However, I have gone through the claim 
stafeonem, counter statement, documents of the both 
parties and arguments the Respondent. 

g. It is admitted fiiCt that the Petitioner remained 
abeeat duru^ the year2000 for which a charge sheet dated 
9-5-2001 was issued to Petitioner against which the 
Petitions ffied his e^qilanation stating therein that he 
iteBatnedabseolduetoill-healthandfoiiuly probleins. It is 
admitted tlmt domestic enquiry was conducted and 
Petitioner participated in foe domestic enqiiy. On the basis 
offoe report submitted by foe Enquiry C^ficer dismissal 
Older has been passed ^ai^ the ^titioner which is 
t^ferdnUenge. 

9. Hiis trifouud has to consider the following 
points: 
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(1) Whether tliB ateeeaoeof Petitioner^uriag the 
year 2000 was far any safBcieiit and 
leasoaable caase or not and the lapoft of 
Eoc{inzy Officer tahand on evidenoeor not ? 

(2) Whether the puwidwicBt iitmioiicd lyon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the 
misoondiict oonunitted^ thePetHioaer 7 

10. Feint No. 1; The Petitioiier has sahmitted that 
he \vas iU during tbeyear 2000 due tovhidLheranahied 
a h ae nt , H»<!tirte™e wt wasiecprciedhy d<e EoqHiiyOffioef 
and during the course of the enquiiy he stated that he 
r em a in ed absent from 1-1-2000to31>12-2000duetobealdi 
proMemsandfiimilypfribleins. ButhasnotheenaUeto 
provide a srogte doaunaat before the^^aqaay Officer to 
substantiate his ailegations. In his icpiydaisd 3*7-2001he 
has not mentioiied what was the cause cf his Ul-healfo 
and where did he took treatment He simply written that 
his healfo ooaditienas weU as fomily condition wasM 
good due to which he irtnained ab^t <fairing.the jenr 
2000. As agamstrius. the management has peoduecd Sri 
K.VHX. HigenrierRaoandSri M. Rambhav; OedtlopQwe 
that Petitioner mnained absent without any fcave or 
withoiU indinatiaB during the year2000 fom January 
toDeoember. Since shaiaoe of the Petitioiicr wasadautted 
by the Petitioner hunsetf it was the sole duty of the 
Petitioner to provefoathisifosenoe wasdue toaiqr.OQgein 
reason or safikaeatCBase. Petitions was unable to prove 
tbatfaisabsenoe during the year2000wasdnetostfBckstt 
reason. Though he stated that he was absent diie4o ill- 
health but he is notable tefvovideai^ondeooeormalBiiid 
in siq^XMt of bis illntts. Even if it is pmumed that 
Pedtiona’remained absent (hie to the ill-be^ ndiy be did 
not inform his superiors regarding his illness has not 
been explained by the Petitioner. Thus, the findinftflf the 
Enquiry Officer that Petitioner’s absence during Oieyear 
2000 was based on evidence and reasoning and no foult 
can be find in the findiitg arrived at by the Enquiiy Officer. 

11. This tiibuiia] is also of the opinum that the 

Petitunm remained absmt without ai^ intiinaiioii tohis 
employer during the year 2000» his absence wffiiQHt 

any reasonable or sufficient cause and thmnjbyithe 
Petitioner has committed misconduct mentioned in para 
25.25. ofthe Standing Orders of the coiiq>any.P(^Ko. 1 
is decided accordingly. 

12. Point No. 2 : So far as the question of 
punishment is concerned theP^tumerhasnotbeeaaUe 
to justify his absence during the year 2000, be has 
voluntarily admitted before the Encpiiiy Officer that he 
remained absmit during 2000and though the Respo nd e n t 
management has stated in the counter statement that 
Petition^' remained absent during the years 1997,1998 
and 1999 but it was not meotiooed in the charge sheet. 
However, this foct uos not brought b^re the Enquiiy 
Offiom* also. As such, the previous absence cmmot be 


takeninto oonriderationbuttherfisenoe during the entire 
year2000 is smefy a grave misoondnet and management 
hasnotoommitlBdaiQrfflistalminpBssingthe punishment 
cf dismissal against the Petitioner. The Learned Counsel 
for the Petitkaier has argued that the Petitioner’s fomily is 
starving due todismissal of thePettiioasr against which 
Learned Counsel for the Rmpppdem has argued that 
PetitiotterhimselfisieqixMisiUeforthe starvation of the 
family members, the Petitioner was a unwilling worker 
who has not cared to perform his duties with sincerity as 
such, the punishment was proper and interference is not 
re^ihed in this case. 

13. lagieewitiitiieaiganieotaf the Learned C(Nuisd 
for the Respondent and I am ato of the considered opiiiion 
tiiat tile punishment iinposed on the Petitioner is neither 
excessive nor dupropottkmale and Petitioner is not a 
deserving person ^ any Imiimit view to be taken in favour 
of the Petitioneri The P^tionar himself is responsible for 
the starvatiem of his fomtly members, no int^erence is 
required in the matter of the punishment Point No. 2 is 
deciM accordingly 

14. From the above discussion, tins txfounal is of 
the considered opinion that the claim petition is 
unfounded, no interforeiroe is required in this case. 
Petitioner is not entitled for any relief, Petitioudeserves to 
be dismissed and U is dismiss^ Henoc, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit 

Dictaled to Smt P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 2nd day of 
M^,20U. 

VEDPRAKASHGAUR, Presidmg Officer 
Appendixof evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petiti(mer the Respondent 

ML ML 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
ML 

Docnmoits marked for the Re^iondeiit 
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New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2561.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hei^ publishes the award of the Central 
Govt. Indus. Tr3)unal-cum-Labour Court, Hyder^d 
(CGIT/LCID/78/2007) as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the emplo^rs in relation to 
the managementofSCCL,andtheirwQikman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26*8-2011. 

[No. L-22013/1/2011-IR(C-II)J 
D.S.S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk QfBcer 

ANNEXURE 

HEFCRIE IHECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTiaALIlUBlINADCinVf-lABOURC^ 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Vod Prakash Gaui; Presiding Officer 

Dated the 30th d^ of June, 2011 

Industrial Dispute L.C. Na 78/2007 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Bandela Ravi Kumar, 

S/oPocham, 

R/o Budidhigadda, 

BellampalUpost, Bellampalli, 

District Adil^>ad .. .PeCitioiier 

AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s. Singaroii Collieries Company Ltd., 

Area Sriiampur, Post Sriratiqxir, 

District Adiiabad 

1 The Managitig Director, 

M/s. Singareni (^Uieries Company Ltd., 
(Administration) Kothagudem, 

KhammamDistiia ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner Sri S. Btu^wanth Rao, 

Advocate 

For the Respondent: M/s. P,A.VV.S. SartnaA 
\^jayalaxini Panguhiri, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the I D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri B. Ravi Kumar, Ex-badli filler to set 
aside the removal order dated 22-10-1998 and to reinstate 
the Petitioner workman with full back wages. 

2. It has been stated by the Petitioner that his 
father was an employee of M/s. Singareni Collieries 
CompatQr Ltd., who met with an accident and expired on 


10-1-1995, the Petitioner was appointed on compassionate 
grouml as b^Ui filler. Later on Im was served with the 
charge sheet alleging that Petitioner is habitual absentee 
and he has committed misconduct under company’s 
Standing Orders Clause 25.25. He was only of 18 years 
age at the time of appointment. He did not attain majority 
under Indian Majority Act and he was not able to perform 
the hard work of badU filler due to his tender age. He put 
in 202 musters in 1996,98 musters in 1997, he was issued 
with a charge sheet in the year 1997 and Petitioner 
submitted his iq)ly. The Petitioner should not have been 
given appointment until he would have attained the age 
of majority. The mother of the Petitioner was entitled to 
get MMC on the death of the &ther of the Petitioner, but 
the management has contr vened the rules and regulations 
of providing MMC to the widow of the deceased employee. 
The enquiry was conducted in English language which 
was not known to the Pr doner because he has studied 
only iq>to 7th standard. T^ Encpiiiy Officer obtained the 
signature of the Pefitiona' on white papers and enquiry 
proceediiig were prepared thereafter. The principles of 
natural justioe were run foPowed while conducting the 
enquiry. Petitioner’s dismissal order dated 22-10-1998 is 
arbitnuyiUegal and agmnst the piindptes of natural justice. 
It is submitted that the He^ndents reviewed the cases 
of absenteeism as per settleiient dated 21-2-2000. Item 
No. 26 but his case was not considered. He represented 
Respondent for employment but no response. Two 
daughters and entire family members are dependents on 
Petitioner and he could not secure any job inspite of best 
efibrts. Hence, it is prayed that the dismissal order issued 
by Respondent be declared as illegal and aibitraiy and set 
aside the same consequently directing the Respondents 
to reinstate the Petitioner into service with all 
consequential benefits. 

3. Management has filed counter statement wherein 
they have stated that Petitioner was major at the time of 
appointment The Petition has been fil^ after 9 years of 
tte removal of the Petitioner from the service and thus, 
the petition is barred by latches and del^ as held by 
Hon’ble Supreme Court ^ India in the matter of Assistant 
Executive Engineer, Karnataka Vs. Shivalinga (2002-LLR- 
0-327). The Petitioner was appointed on compassionate 
ground on 1-7-1998. The allegation of the Petitioner that 
he was minor at the time of appointment has been denied 
by the managemem.Tt has been alleged that Petitioner 
attained the age of majority during the life time of his 
fiither and he was major at the time of aj^intment Medical 
examination was conducted to the Petitioner and he was 
found to be major and fit for performing the job of the 
colliery. The Petitioner was a habitual absentee and he 
committed misconduct under company’s Standing Orders 
25.25 as he remained absent from duty. He put in only 6 
musters during 1997 and only 3 musters in y-'ar 1998. 
Charge sheet was issued and enquiry was conducted. 
Petitioner has put in 40 musters in 1996,6 musters in 1997 







im n—TO 3(ii)] 


I7,20n/TO26,1933 


6757 


and 3 musters in 1998. Fair and proper (^portunily was 
afforded to the Petitioner during course of enquiry. 
Petitioner has participated in the enquiry. He was expbined 
about the procedure of the enquiry proceeding in Telugu 
language which was known to the Petitkmer. The piovisimi 
of MMC was not applicable in case of the Petitioner as the 
Petitioner was given sppointn^nt soon after the death of 
his fether, he was not kept in waiting because he was 
ouyor at the time of death of his Either. Petitioner remained 
absent, as such, the disciplinary action has been taken 
against him in view (tfcase law reported in2005mi233 
(Punjab) Qorakh Nath Siivgh Vs. The Bank of India and 
Others and another case2005IXR172 (D^) in the matl^ 
of Delhi Transport (>}fporation Vs. Ramesh Chanderand 
case reported in 2005 IXR 483 f^ryana State Co-op. Land 
Development Bank Vs. Neelam and also case law reported 
in 1996(1) see 302 State of U.P. and Others Vs. Ashok 
Kumar Singh and Another. Petitioner has been explained 
the procedure of the enquiry in Telugu language, be 
pleaded guil^ of (he charges levelled against him Enquiry 
report was also provided to the Petitioner alrmg with show 
cause notice dated 20-9-1998. He acknowledged receipt 
but not submitted any representation. His attendance in 
the year 1996 was 40 musters, in 1997 was 6 musters, in 
1998 was 3 musters, as such, Re^ndent was constrained 
to dismiss the Petitioner from service for unauthorized 
absenteeism, vide order dated 22-10-1998. As the wife 
and nominee of the deceased employee opted for 
employment to her son instead ofMMC,t]^ management 
has provided employment to her son, on being attaining 
majority as on the date of death of his &ther as per the 
records of the company as such, Petitioner's wife is not 
eligible for any MMC. Petitioner's dismissal order is not 
disproportionate to the misconduct committed by him 
since Petitioner was not regular to his duties company 
has dismissed him which is neither illegal nor in^id. 
Hence, the petitioner be dismissed. 

4. Parties were directed to produce documentary 
evidence in suj^rt of their claims. Petitioner has filed 
original dismis^ order dated 22-10-2008, xsmx copies of 
lepiesentation of the Petitioner to Respondent, Petitioner’s 
Other's deamoeitificate,rnutiicipal identification certificate, 
letter of Respondent dated 2-9-98, identitiir card, p^ dip 
for the month of September, 1994, xerox cof:y of hisbmiafide- 
cum-conduct certified. However, theRe^ndent has filed 
charge sheet, acknowledgement of charge sheet, enquiry 
notice, entire domestic enquiry proceedings file, enquiry 
report and dismissal order. 

5. As the Petitioiier has challenged the legally of 
the domestic enquiry, this Court passed order on 
28-6-2010 holding domestic enquiry conducted % the 
Respondent as legal and valid. Case fixed for arguments 
under Sec. IIA of the Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947, 
Petitioner and his counsel called absent as such, argument 
of Respondent's counsel was heard. 


6 . It spears that Petitioner is not interested to 
proceed with the case. However, I have gone through the 
datm statement, oounier statement, doewtnenis of the both 
parties and arguments of the Respondent 

7. It is admitted &ct that the Petitioner remained 
absent during the year 1997 fi)r whfdi a charge sheet dated 
24-7-1998 was issued to thePetifioner, he acknowledged 
the receipt of charge sheet and did not submit his 
explanation to the charge sheet. It is also admitted that 
domestic enquiry was conducted and Petitioner 
paiticipatod in the domestic enquiry. On the basis the 
r^tt submitted by the Enquiry Officer dismissal order 
has been passed against the Petitioner which is under 
challenge. 

8 . This tribunal has to consider the following 
points: 

(1) Whether the absence ofPetitioner during the 
year 1997 was for any sufficient and 
reasonable cause or not and the report of 
Enquiry Officer is based on evidence m not ? 

(2) Whether the punishment imposed upon the 
Petitioner is disproportionate to the 
misconduct committed by the Petitioner ? 

9. Point No. 1: The Petitioner has submitted that 
due to stomacbe pain during the year 1997 he remained 
absent His statement was recorded by the Enquiry Officer 
and during the course of the enquiry he stated that he 
remained absent for the period mentioned in charge sheet 
due to stomach pain. But has not been able to provide any 
single piece of paper before the Enquiry Officer to 
substantiate his illness, he has not mentioned what was 
the cause of his ill-health and from where he took 
treatment He simply stated that his health condition was 
not good due to which he remained absent during the 
year 1997. As against this, the management has produced 
Sri MV ThammaRao, OS, Sri V Yacx)b, Manws^Geikand 
Sri M. lagan. Paysheet Clerk to prove that Petitioner 
remained absent without any leave or without any 
intimation during the year 1997 and had put in only 6 
musters in 1997, Since absence of the Petitioner was 
admitted by the Petitioner himself it was the sole duty 
the Petitioner to prove that his absence was due to any 
cogent reason or sufficient cause. Petitioner was unable 
to prtwe that his absence during the year 1997 was due to 
sufficient reason. Though he stated that he was absent 
due to ill-health, he was suffering fiom stomach-ache and 
some pec^e had administ^ed some medicine which 
deteriorated his health, that he could not digest food what 
he ate and he bad allergy to gas, but he did not provide 
any evidence or material in support of his illness neither 
before Enquiiy Officer nor before this Tribunal. Even if it 
is presumed that Petitioner remained absent due to the ill- 
h^lth why did he not informed his superiors regarding 
his illness has not been e^lained by the Petitioner. Thus, 
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the finding of the Enquiiy OfiBoertbatPetitioDer’s absence 
doringthe year 1997 wasbasedon evidence and reasoning 
and no &ult can be found in the finding arrived at bythe 
Enquiry Officer 

10. This tribuiud is also of the opinion that the 
Petitioner remained absent without any intiination to his 
employer during the year 1997, his absence was without 
any reasonable or sufficient cause and thereby the 
Petitioner has committed misconduct mentioned in para 
25.25 of the Standing Orders of the company. Point No. 1 
is decided accordingly. 

11. Point No. 2: So foras the question of punishm^ 
is concerned the Petitioner has not been able to justiiy his 
absence during the year 1997, he has voluntarily admitted 
before the ^iquiry Officer that he remained abs^ during 
the year 1997 and though the Respomtent management 
has stated in the counter statement that Petitioner remained 
absent during the years 1996, 1997 and 1998 but it was ncH 
mentioaed in the charge sheet However, this factwasnot 
brought before the Enquiry Officer also. As such, the 
previous absence cannot be taken into consideration but 
the absence during the entire year 1997 is surely a grave 
misconduct and management has not committed any 
mistake in passing the punishment of dismissal against 
the Petitioner. Learned Counsel for the Respondent has 
argued that the Petitioiier was an unwilling worker who 
has not cared to perfrnm his duties with sincerity as such, 
the punislunent was proper and inleifetence is iwttequiied 
in this case. 

12.1 igree with the aigiimcat of the Learned Coonsdi 
fiy the Rcsponrtentand I am also of the considered opjnion 
that the ponishme^ imposed on the Petitioner is neither 
excessive nor dispropoitionatB and the Petitioner is not 
deserviitg for a lenient view to be taken in favour of the 
Petitioner, no interference is required in the matter of the 
punishmoit. Poiirt No. 2 is decided accordingly. 

13. From the above discussion, this tribunal is 
the considered opinion that the claim petition is 
unfounded, no inteifeienoe is required in this case. 
PefitkmerisnoteotifiedforMyreUeC petition deserves to 
be disiBissedmidh is dwmwauyl.Heoe, this award. 

Awudposnd aoeoediigly. Transmit 

Dictated to Sfflt P. Fhani Gowri. Penmisl Assistant 
transcribed by ho; oormctedby me on fius the 30fii drty of 
hmB,20il. 

VEDFRAKASHGAUR,PtesidiqgOffiQer 

Appoadixofaddeaoe 

Whnesses examined fiv the Witnesses examined for 
Pefifioner the Respondent 

Ml 


Docnmoits marked for the Petitioner 

NIL 

Documentsmarkedfor the ReipoeNlent 
ML 
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New Delhi, the 26th August 2011 

S.O. 2562.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Diqxite Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Govemment herdty publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Hyderabad (CGIT/LCID/19/2005) as shown in the 
Annexoie in the Industrial Di^Nite bdween the eiiq}l(tyers 
in reUttkm to the management (fFCI and theiriwnkmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
26^2011. 

(No. L-22013/1/2011-1R(C-II)J 
D. S. S. SRINIVASA RAO, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

B^IWETHE CENTRAL CX>VSiKNMENT 
1MMIS1UAL lKlBIINAL<XM44ABOim a)U^ 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri \bd Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 

Dated, the 29thday of Decembo; 2010 

IwiwtrUI Dis|NiteL.C. Na 19/8605 

BKTOVIBf: 

Sri Shaik Msheboob Ali, 

SfoAaKerAlt 

CfoSahebAli, Beside Court Building. 

AA^raaagat Miiyalagoda. 

Najynda District ...Petitioner 

AND 

L The SotiorRegfoiial Manager, 

Food Corpcxation of India, 

HacaBluiwan, Hyderabad. 
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X ThcDittfictMaiiagBf; 

FoodCoqiocirtioo ofl&dia, 

Ndgonda^Nalgoiida District ... Respoodem 

AIRARANCIS: 

FortbePeririoner : M/s. Jalti Kanakaiah and JaUi 
Narendar, Advocates 

For the Respondeat: Mh.EQRavindlfaRedd^aiidB.V 
Chandra Shekhar, AdvocM 

AHARD 

Sri Shaik Mahabooh Ali has filed diis pedtictt under 
Sec. 2A(2)ortfaeU),Act, 1947. 

2. It has been aUeged by the Petitioner that during 
the yev 1975-76 due to heavy pcocoiement and bunqjer 
padtfy crop, the Food Corporation of India was entittsted 
and entered iidoptocofeii^ <€the paddy on war footing 
in 1977 and opened number of procmement centres in the 
entile stale ofAmfluiPiaderiiindudingHBlgopda district 
TheFood Cospofilioo of India opened centres at Bhongii; 
Alem; Chittial, Suniapet, Hnzomagar, Miiyalgnda, 
Nidamamira etc., obtained godowns and opened storage 
nniti and also eoidoyed local persons to dischaige the 
duty of a Stonge and pfocuronent of the paddy. The 
Fetkiooernw also appelated as casual labour along with 
maayoriier persons in the year 1976 on daily wage of Rs. 
6per<hQ^aiidhecondniiedtowofkupto 1981. Thereafter 
his services were terminated without following the doe 
process of law; It is stated that some of the workers 
a pproac h ed this tribunal by raising LD. 33/1982 a n da n oc h e r 
LD. which were disposed of and the tribunal was pleased 
to direct the Respondent to consider the case of the 
workman of those IDs for ro^topoiiitinent under Sec. 25H 
of the Iiidnsirial Disputes Act, 1947. The Respondent 
p re fer red W.P. Nos. 1618 and 11320 of 1985 which was 
thspoaed of alter hearuig both sides and the HonTdelfigh 
Com alao directed Resporufem to oonsidcr re-appointment 
of the Petitioners of those cases. It has b^ forther 
contended that Petitioner of this case could not file any 
ID doe to financial constraints and he was undre the 
impression that the benefit given to the Fetitioneis of those 
IDs vtoold also be extended to the Petitioner of the present 
case. Under same misunderstanding the Petitioner filed 
WF.NO.21S64/20O1 whidiwasdisposedof (m2-5-2001. 
After reoeivii^ the order, the Respondmit 

did not actedigMn the dtie^on of the Hon*ble Court, 

as sodi, co ntemp t case was filed which was dismissed 
hence, ^ present petition. 

3. It has been contended by the Petitioner that he 
worked along with other co^worfceis under the direct 
control ci Food Corporation of India. Petitioner was 
sponsored through District Employment Exchange, 
Ndgonda. No notioe was given to the Petitioner under 
Sec. 9A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 before 
tenninmioa, as riidi, foe tenmmdion order was vioiteive 


of the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, it is 
discriminatory, illegal and unjust and deserves to be 
quashed and the Petitioner deserves to be reinstated or 
re-eittoloyed in the service. 

4. Counter statement has been filed by the 
respondent management stating therein thitt Petitioner of 
this case had never worked as casual labour at any point 
of time in Food Corporation of India. The casual h^urs 
who worked in Food Corporation of India had raised an 
iiidnstrial dearie through ID 33/1982 arid by virtue of the 
award pass^ therein they were considered for the 
appointment in the corporation. The Petitioner has not 
worked in the corporation and there is no relation of 
employee and enq>loyer between the Petitioner and the 
ResprmdenL The Petitioner along with 12 other persons 
filed W.P. No. 21564/2000 before Hon*ble High Court of 
A.P., and HbnT)le High Court has directed the Petitioner 
to nuke fiesh representation giving all the particulars. He 
filed (xmtempt case No. 90^002 whidi was dismissed. 
Though the ^titioner has stated in the presem ID that he 
had not filed any ID [uior to this petition and he was not a 
party in ID No. 33/1982, one Mr. ShaikMahaboob Ali S/o 
Ihissun Sahd) filed LCID No. 65/2003 and another ID No. 
165/2003 was filed by Mr. Shaik Nfohaboob Ali and present 
ID is also filed by Mr. ShaikMahaboob Ali, every time he 
has given different particulars. One Sri Shaik Mahaboob 
Ali S/o Imam Saheb who had worked as casual Iritour and 
who is one of the petitioner of ID No. 33/1982, he was 
given ^jpointmeiit as watchman. The Petitioner is taking 
advantage of identity of names with sole intention of 
gaiaiogeniployinein in the coipofation. The Petitioner has 
filed this petition after 20 years of the alleged 
disengagemeat from the service and it is liable to be 
dismissed on this ground alone. 

5. Parties were directed to file their reflective 
evidence. Petitioner Sri ShaikMahaboob Ali S/o ^nir Ali 
has filed his affidavit in support of his claim statement and 
has presented himself for cross examination and has been 
cross-examined at length. Apart firom the oral evidence 
the Petitkmer has filed ct^ofthe judgment in W.P. No. 
21564/2000 Ex. Wl, copy of the letter addressed by 
RefxiiideiittothePetititHierdated 16-3-2000 &c. W2 dated 
12-6-2001 &L W3, memo issued by Refrondent dated 
14-3-2002 Ex. W4, copy of representation dated 21-4-2001 
Ex. W5, copy of oidtf in CC No. 90/2002 dated 19-7-2002 
Ex. Copy of the memo dated 14-3-2002 Ex. W7. 
Respondent h^ filed affidavit of Sri p. C. Krishna Naik, 
Area Manager MWl and has filed the documents Ex. Ml 
to MIO which have been marked by the MWl and has 
presented Sri P. C. Krishna Naik for cross-examination. 

6. I have heard Learned Counsels for Petitioner and 
Respoodent and 1 have gone through the pleadings and 
evidence available on the record. This tribunal has to 
consider the foUowing points in the present case: 
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(I) Whether the relationship of employee and 
employer exists between the Petitioner 
worionan and the Food Corporation of India 
management at any time before filing of this 
petition? 

(10 Whether the Petitioner’s services were 
terminated without following the procedure, 
due process of the law ? 

(00 Whether the Petitioner is entitled for any 
relief? 

7. pQiittNo.(]):Ithasbeeaallegedlo^thePetitioner 
in his claim statement that he was engag^ for the year 
1975-76 as casual labour at Food Corporation of India 
Nalgonda district along with other casual workers on the 
payment of Rs. 6 per day as wage. In the year 1981 he was 
dismissed fiom the service without following atQr process 
and procedure. The Respondent has alleged that the 
Petitioner has never wori^ in the Food Corporation of 
India and no person in the name of Mr. Shaik Mahaboob 
All, S/o Amir Ali has ever been employed in the Food 
Corporation of India in any of its godowns or storage 
units. It has been alleged by the Respondent that one Mr. 
Shark Mahaboob Ali S/o Imam Sahd) was casual labour 
and he was one of the claimant in ID 33/1982, in which the 
award was passed in fhvour of the workmen and th^r 
were re-emplcyed 1^ the corporation. Thking advantage 
of the identity cf the name the Petitioner has several times 
filed claim statement with different contentions. He filed 
Writ petition before the Hon’ble High Court bearing No. 
21564/2000 wherein Hon’ble High Court directed the 
Petitioner to make fresh representation giving true 
particulars with reference to their parentage, date of 
employment and member of writ petition and has further 
directed the Respondent to consider the case of the 
Petitioner. It appears that no action was taken by 
Respondent. 

8 . The Petitioner of this case filed contempt case 
No. 90/2002, the Hon’ble High Court has dismis^ the 
contempt petition cm the ground that in the earlier W.P. no 
direction was given by the Hon’ble High Court to pass 
the order by Respon^nt in a particular manner. This 
shows that the contention of the Respondent management 
that the Petitioner has worked with the management was 
considered by Hon’ble High Court vide order passed in 
the Writ Petition and on the basis of the assertion made 
by the Respondent before Hon’ble High Court the 
contempt petition was dismissed. It is the responsibility 
of the Petitioner workman to prove before this tribunal 
that he has ever worked with the Respondent or the 
Petitioner of this case was appointed by the Respondent, 
as casual worker at the rate cf Rs. 6 per day in 1976, no 
document or paper has been filed by the Petitioner nor, 
the Petitioner has been able to produce a single working 
employee (f the Food Corporation of India in support of 


his claim that the Petitioner Mr. Shaik Mahaboob Ali S/o 
Amir Ah has ever wmked along with the working employees 
ofthe corporation in Food Corporation of India. No doubt, 
the Petitioner workman has filed Ex. W1 to W7, to prove 
that Petitioner was asked to submit origmal certificate in 
light of the direction passed in W.P. No. 21564/2000, by Ex. 
W3 he was informed by the managemem that appointment 
has already been given to Mr. Shaik Mahaboob Ali vide 
proceeding No. Estt/I/2/97 dated 30-12-1997 in terms of 
the judgement passed in W.P. No. 17766/97 and a fresh 
appointment does not arise. 

9. It has further been informed that if the Petitioner 
feel that he is right person and the person working with 
the management is an impersonate person, then the 
Petitioner was advised to prove his identity through a 
competent court of law. The Petitioner was not able to 
pro^ce a single piece of paper to show that he has ever 
worked in the Food Corporation of India. If the Petitioner 
has worked in the year 1976—1981 what was the reason 
not to join the Petitioners of ID No. 33/1982. In case 
Petitioner was actually retrenched fiom the service of Food 
Corporation of India management he would have surely 
join^ with the Petitioners in ID No. 33/1982. His contention 
that he could not join Petitioners of ID 33/1982 due to 
financial constraints is nothing but an eye wash. The 
Petitioner filed W.P. No. 21564/2000 he would have proved 
before the Respondent Management that he is the right 
person who has worked with the management and who 
was entitled for re'en^loyment. The management has 
specifically informed the Petitioner to prove his identity 
and challenged the identity of Shaik Mahaboob Ali S/o 
Imam Saheb but the Petitioner has not taken any step to 
challenge the identity of Shaik Mahaboob Ali S^ Imam 
Saheb. There is no other evidence on the record in the 
form of documentary or in the form of oral evidence to 
prove that the Petitioner has ever worked as casual labour 
in the management corporation. The management has 
produced Sri P. C. Krishna Naik and he has been cross- 
examined at length tty the Petitioner workman’s counsel 
but nothing has come out fiom the oral testimony of the 
MW.l that present Petitioner has ever worked in the 
organization in the Food Corporation of India management. 
The Petitioner himself has admitted in his cross 
examination that Shaik Mahaboob Ali S/o Imam Saheb 
was gjven ai^intment asperLD. No. 33/1982 this itself is 
sufficient to prove that the Petitioner of this case does not 
challenging the identity of Shaik Mahaboob Ali S/o Imam 
Saheb or he does not claim that Shaik Mahaboob Ali S/o 
finam Sahd) has impersonated the present Petitioner. 

10. The Petitioner has stated in the claim statement 
that he filed W.P. No. 21564/2000 and also filed contempt 
petition No. 90/2002 but when he was cross examined and 
questioned on this point he denied of filing the writ petition 
or contempt petition. This proves that the Petitioner is not 
a trust worthy witness and no credence can be given to 
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the testimony of this witness. The management has filed 
10 documents Ex. Ml to MIO which prove that Petitioner 
has already raised the same diq)ute before Hon*ble High 
Court and he was not able to prove his identity or his 
relationship of master and servant or employer and 
employee before this court also. The Petitioner has not 
been able to produce any piece of paper or witness to 
prove that he has worked in the organization of Food 
Corporation of India management. Hence, this tribunal is 
of the opinion that there was no employee and employer 
relationship between the Petitioner and the management 
of Food Corporation of India. Point No. (1) is decided 
accordingly. 

11. Point Na (II): From the discussion of point No. 
(I) this tribunal is of the conclusion that the Petitioner was 
never appointed and never worked with the management 
of Food Corporation of India, hence, he was neither 
terminated nor r^renched nor disengaged fiom the service, 
as such, the question of determination of its legality or 
otherwise does not arise. Point No. (U) is decided 
accordingly. 

12. Point No. (HI): From the above conclusion and 
discussion this tiilbunal is of the cpnimi that the Petitioner 
has not been able to establish the relationship of employee 
and enq)l 0 yer nor he has been able to prove that he has 
ever worked in the Food Corporation of India as casual 
labour hence, there is no question of his le-onployment 
or reinstatement He is not entitled for any relief. Point No. 
(UI) is decided accordingly. 

13. From the above discussion, this trib unal has 
come to the conclusion that the Petitioner is not entitled 
for any relief. Petition deserves to be dismissed, it is 
dismissed, hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit 

Dictated to Smt, P. Phani Cowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 29th day of 
December, 2010, 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix evidaice 

Witnesses examined for : Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WWl :Sri9cMahaboobAU MW 1: Sri PC. Krishna Naik 

Documents marked for die Petitioner 


EX.W1 

: (3opyoforderofHon’ble High Court in WP. 
No. 21564/2000 

ExW2 

: Ctopyofk No. IR32(2)/2000(1L 16-3-2001 by 
Respondent to WWl 

EX.W3 

: Copyoflr. No. IR32(2)/2000dt. 12-3-2001 by 
Respondent to WWl 


EX.W4 

: Copy of memo No. IR. 32(2)/2000 dt. 
14-3-2002 by Reqxmdent to WWl 

EX.W5 

: Copy of representation to Respondent dt. 
214-2001 

EX.W6 

: Copy of order of Hon’ble High Court in 
contempt case No. 90/2002 

EX.W7 

: Copy of memo No. IR. 32(2)/2000 dt. 
14-3-2002 by Respondent to WWl 


Documents marked fn* die Se^ndent 


EX.M1 

: Copy of order of Hon’ble High Court in W.R 
No. 1776/1997 dL 22-9-1997 

EX.M2 

: Copy of order No. Estt. 1/2/1997, dt. 30-12- 
1997 offer of sqipoimment to Sk. Mahaboob 
All S/o Late Sk. Imam Sabd> 

EX.M3 

: Copy of memo No. Dt 32(2)/2000 dt 15-3- 
2002 by Resipondent to concerned 
Petitioners 

EX.M4 

: Copy of counter affidavit filed by 
Respondent against ID No. 65/2003 

EX.M5 

: Copy of counter affidavit filed by 
Respondent against ID No. 165/2003 

EX.M6 

: Copy of order of Hon*bie High Court in W.P. 
No. 21564/2000 

ExM7 

: Copy of counter affidavit filed by 
Respondent in W.P. No. 21564/2000 

EX.M8 

; Copy of counter affidavit filed by 
Re^ndent in contempt case No. 90/2002 

EX.M9 

: Copy of order of Hon’ble High Court in 
content case No. 90/2002 dt 22-2-2002 

Ex MIO 

: Copy of order of Hon’ble High Court in 
contempt case No. 90/2002 dt 19-7-2002 
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{Oio the GMTD) Vyayawada but the cash amount 
recofded by him in the leoeipt side of the cash book, 
bearing mitniber VJ01000QQ6903 maintained by him 
w.el 1-4-2003 to 9-9-2003, is less to the tune of Rs. 
2,67,343 (Rupees two lakhs sixty seven thousand 
three hundred and forty three only) than that of 
actually received by him fhmi the said Cellooe Bill 
coiniters, Vijayawada. Therdiy the said Sri V. Suresh 
Babu has committed misappropriation to the tune of 
Rs. 2,67,343 by not taking the said amount into the 
CeUone revenue account of Vijayawada and caused 
loss of revenue to the BSNL organization. It is also 
noticed that some of the daily collection lists of the 
said collection counters were not properly 
acknowledged by him. Thus the said Sri V Suiesb 
Babu has vioknad dieRule 3(lXi); 3(lXii) and 3(lXiu) 
of Conduct Rules 1964.*^ 

5. Befbre issuance of the charge sheet in the year 

2004mJanuaiylfaeBetmosier was calkd by siqxirior officers 
and some vigilance persons and he was advised to accept 
the charges and the amount back to the BSNL so 

they would over the Diaciplinaiy Authority and 
feoomniend Ru the lenimit vkw against the Peritimier. 
Petitimiar stated that he did not commit ai^ wrong as 
such, aoceptanoe of charge does not arise. However, he 
was aihixed by the smuor officers to accept chai^ to 
avoid prmonged enquiry and enquiry fuooeeding. The 
Petitioner admitted his guilt and he deposited the deficit 
amount by selling out his dwelling house and p^ the 
amount in three installments. 

6. It is alleged that after receipt ofthe charge sheet 
dated 18-2-2004, the Petitioner admitted repayment of 
amount andbwfiing the responsibility of loss oh personal 
reasons on the R>m belief that lenient attitude will be 
adopted in the matter of punishment but Disemlinaty 
Authmity vide proceeding No. X/DOM(P&A)^/Dis(^ 
R]ile-14A^SB/SS(0)/2004-05 dated 28-9-2004 inqiosed a 
penalty of Gompulsoiy retirement firom the service though 
several other punidiinents were mentioned which could 
have been ii^cted on the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
submitted appeal against that punishmetit Older but that 
appeal was also rgected. (I) The punishaiem onjer is 
violative of Aitides 14,16,21aiid3UoftheGoostitiitioii 
of India, (H) in a similar misoooduct committed by mie 
Smt T. Maniltyala Devi, Assistant Accounts Officer in the 

TR-ffi of the same district, diffisrent penalty was inmosed 

on her and she was not removed fixMn service. Article 311 
ofthe Constitution are violated in tiie case of the Petitioner 
as such, the punishment order be quashed and Petitioner 
be reinstated in the service. Petitioner filed 16 pB 4 )ecs alcmg 
with his claim statement 

7. Respondent management has filed counter 
statement stating therein that the Petitioner has worked 
as Junior Accounts Officer as such, his case does not fall 


within the purview of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and 
his industrial dispute is not maintainable. 

8. It is further been alleged that when the Petitiemer 
was sent to JAO basic course training and Sri N.N.V. 
Pardhasarathi who has been posted as JAO CMTS. It was 
noticed that there was short remittance of cash fipm ceUone 
coUeettons made earlier by Sri V SuieshB^ 

moitths arid has repmted the same to C^flD and tl^ ^me 
report has been sent to CGMT, Hyderabad. On the b^s 
of said report vigUance enquiry was ordered. It was found 
that Sri y Suiesh Babu has nrnnijHiUtted the amounts of 
cellone collections and misappropriatyid the ampuitt to a 
tune of Rs. 3,35,615. On finding the accountmanipulation 
Sri V. Suresh Babu was relieved from JAO induction 
training on 1-10-2003 and was reported to GMTD, 
Vijs^awada. He was posted as SS(0) under D£ (Sionens), 
CTX, Vijayawada on 13-10-2003 and was placed under 
suspension w.e.f. 13-10-2003. 

9. On 10-10-2003, Sri V SureshBabu addiesseda 
letter to GMTD, Vijayawada stating therein that he used 
cellone cash of his personal use which has resulted in 
short remittance. He further stated that to some 
unforeseen circumstances he committed the mistake and 
Ik further intimated that he would repay the aui^ within 
two months by disposing off his house. 

10. He was served with charge riieet under Rule 14 
dated 18-2-2004. Inreply to charge sheet be wrote a l^ter 
dated 8-3-2004. Petitioner admitted the charges and 
intimated the particulars of rq)aymait of reinittaiice 
on the basis of which he was awarded puqisbinent of 
coiiq;>ulsoiy retirement. It is further h^n ^ated that 
Petitioner was not regular to his duties prior to this 
misconduct, he absented for 54 days. Agpnst the chaiges 
Petitioner admitted his guilt as sudt, considering the 
gravity of the misconduct, punishment of compulspiy 
retiroment is neither excessive nor disproportion^. 

11. Parties have lead their evidence. Woricer Sri V. 
Suresh Babu has filed his affidavit and appeared finrotoss 
KEamination. Managem^t has filed affidavit of Sri M. 
PaoakalaRao, SDEandpioducedhimtorciosseacamination. 
Petitioner has marked 16 documents as Ex. W1 to W16. 
Respondent management has filed docum^tts Ex. Ml and 
M2. 

12. I have heard Learned Counsel for both the 
parties and 1 have gone through the evidence on record. 
This Tribunal has to consider the following points; 

(I) Whether the action of management of Bharat 
Saixhar Nigam Ltd., N^jayawada m terminating 
the services of Sri V. Suresh Babuby imposing 
the penalty of compulsory retirentent is legal 
and justified? 

(II) If not, to what relief he is entitled ? 
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13. BoIntNaCOrltisuiidispuled&ctthattfaePetitk^ 
wo<keri;rfMlewaiidiiga5JAOdiiringtherde\^perMdfiom 
7-1-2003 to 12<^2003 a shoitagein ooDcction and lemitta^ 

post paid oeUoiie subscriptions occurred to a tune of 
Rs. 3,35,615. It is also undisputed case that Petitioner wcsker 
has iq>aid this amount on detection of deficit 

14. The contention of the Petitioner is that he 
allured by the senior officers and assured by them that if 
thePetitioner will confess his guilt and (^}osit tl^ amount 
lesser punishment will be given to him. lliis material fact 
was disputed by the Respondent. The Respondent's 
contention is that no allurement was given to the Petitioner 
nor aiQr asmance was given to the Petitioner that on his 
{heading guilty and dqx>siting the amount he will be 
exonerated or lesser pur^shment will be imposed on him. 
Under these circumstances it is the sole responsibility of 
the Petitioner to prove before this Tribunal that any 
allurement or assurance was given to the Petitioner by his 
higher officials. In this connection, the Petitioner has stated 
on oath in his affidavit that during January, 2004 he was 
called by superior officers aitd vigilance persons and was 
advised to accept the charge and p^ back the amount so 
thatlenientview will be taken in the matter This alluzeinent 
compelled the Petitioner to accept the charge. However, 
the Petitioner has not been able to disclose the name of 
the 5iq)erior officer who allured the Petitioner or assured 
him to take lenient view against him. In his cross 
examination Petitioner has stated that his duty was to 
receive the amount from the customers and handing it 
over to the accounts officer. He used to deposit the amount 
by next day. He has stated that a shortage of Rs. 3,35,615 
was recovered. Though, he has stated that he has not 
mis^Tpropriated that amount and he has repaid the amount 
ind)ieeinstalmentsLe.yRs. 30,000 on22-l*2004,Rs. 13,009 
on 30-1-2004 and Rs. 2,39,077 on 8-3-2004 but on 
inducement, (fe has admitted that charge sheet was issued 
to him and his confession was recorded and punishment 
of compulsory retirement was imposed on him. This 
contention and statement on oath of the Petitioner is 
evident of his having collected the amount but not 
dqx)siting amount with the accounts officer as per the 
practice of the Department on the same date or the next 
date. He collected ttas amount during 7-1-2003 to 
12-9-2003 on 14 different dates. However, he has repaid 
the amCRinton later dales. This amply prove that Petitioner 
collected a sum of Rs. 3,35,615 from different customers 
on account of post paid bills of cellone being Junior 
Accounts Officer but he utilized that amount for his 
perspnal gain and later on when the matter was detected 
Ity another Junior Accounts Officers and report was made, 
then Petitioner worlcer through his confession dated 8-3 - 
2004 admitted that lie has utilized the amount for his 
personal work under certain compulsions. 

15. He has written a lettea* stating therein that he 
committed unfortunate mistake due to his bad time and 


under some ineT^icable circumstances which he could 
nm araid or escape from those incidences except to use 
govenm^t monq^ which was available with him at that 
time. This admission dated 8-3-2004 amply prove that the 
Petitioner has utilized the government money for his 
personal gains. Though he might have spent the 
Government money for his personal gain under any 
me?q)licable circumstances but that does not justify the 
actitm of the Petitioner workman to utilize the government 
money for his personal gains. The Petitioner *s admission 
has been proved by the management witness Sri M. 
PanakalaRao who has filed xerox copy of the admission of 
the Petitioner which has been admitted by the Petitioner. 
Thus, the evidence produced by the management as well 
as the statement of the Petitioner prove that the Petitioner 
has misappropriated the government money and thus, on 
the basis d the admission of the Petitioner provided under 
Rule 14 of the Service Rul after pleading of the guilty by 
the Petftioner through his written admission there was no 
occasion or necessity for holding any Departmental 
enquiry as held by Ifon’bla Supreme Court of India in 
ca.se la^ rqioited in2007(4) 5CC 492 ofHon’ble Supreme 
Court, AIR 1992 SC 2188 and 1999(7) SCC 332 wherein 
Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that when a delinquent 
enoployee admits the miscoixluct or guilt, enquiry is not 
necessary. Thus in this case holding of the domestic 
enquiry was not necessary. Rule 14 of Service Rules also 
states the same that when Petitioner has admitted or 
confess his guilt the Dq)aitmental enquiry is not necessary 
and on the basis of the confessionary statement 
management was justified in imposing the punishment on 
the Petitioner. 

16. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner vehemently 
argued that the management has discriminated the 
Petitioner and one Smt. T. Manikyala Devi, Assistant 
Accounts Officer who was also indulged in similar 
misconduct but she was not dismissed nor removed from 
the service and minor punishment was imposed on her as 
such, even if it is proved that Petitioner has misutilised 
the government fund or government money for a 
temporary period the imposition of punishment of 
compulsoiy retirement is excessive and discriminatory as 
well, ther^ Articles 14,16,21 and 311 of the Constitution 
of Imlia are violated by the management. 

17. Against this argument of the Learned Counsel 
for the woiker Learned Counsel for the Respondent has 
argued that in case of Smt. T. Manikyala Devi the 
Disciplinary Authority was General Manager, whereas in 
the case of Petitioner the Disciplinary Authority is D.GM., 
thus, there are two different Disciplinary Authorities and 
if they have taken different view, it cannot be said that any 
discrimination has been done in the matter of punishment 
of the Petitioner. Moreover, what were the facts of the 
case of Smt. T. Manikyala Devi has not been brought 
forward by Petitioner in this case. How much grave the 
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misconduct was oonunittfid Smt T. ManU^^ala Devi has 
not been brought by the Petitioner either before his 
Disciplinary Authority or Appellate Authority or before 
this Tribunal, as such, it cannot be said that the Petitioner 
was discriminated by the management 

18. I am fuUy in agnsement with the Learned Counsel 
for Respondent that the Petitioner cannot claim 
comparison with Smt. T. Maiiikyala Devi for the matter of 
imposition of punishment because he has not been able 
to piodiK^e the rnateiial &ct of the case of Smt T. Manii^ala 
Devi as such, this Tribunal cannot take a lenient view in 
the matter of the grave misconduct of misappropriation of 
public money which the Petitioner of this case has 
committed and in the opinion of this Tribunal the 
management has taken proper decision in imposing the 
punishment of compulsory retirement on the Petitioner. 

19. The present case is that of misappropriatiQn of 
the government money by a responsible (^cer of the 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., who has not acted according 
to the conduct of a government servant and ther^ the 
management has not committed any mistake in 
compulsorily retiring the Petitioner from the service and 
the punishment imposed on the Petitioner is neither 
disproportionate nor excessive. Point No. (I) is decided 
accordingly. 

20. Point No. (II): Petitioner has not been able to 
prove that the action of the managemem in compulsorily 
retiring him is illegal or unjustified as such, he is not entitled 
for any relief. 

21. From the above discussion, this Tribunal is of 
the definite conclusion that the action of the management 
of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Vijayawada in terminating 
the services of Sri. V. Suresh Babu by imposing a penalty 
of conq)ulsory r^irement on him w.e.f. 15-10-2004 is legal 
and justified and the workman is not entitled for ar^^ relief. 
Reference is answered accordingly. 

Award passed. Transmit 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant, 
transcribed by her, corrected by me on this the 8th day of 
August 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for : >^ritnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WWl: Sri V. Suresh Babu MWl: SriM.PanakalaRao 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1 : Copy ofmemo No. Xd3GM(A) VJ/Disc/RuIe- 
14(VSB/SS(0)/2003-04/10dt 18-2-2004) 

Ex. W2 ; Copy of representation of WWl dt 8-3-2004 


EX.W3 

: Copy ofotdersofDisciplinaiy Authority No. 
X/DGM(P and A) VJ/Disc/Riile-14/VSB/ 
SS(O)/20(VM)5dt 28^2004. 

ExW4 

: CopyafappeaIofWWltoR4dL23-ll-2004. 

ExW5 

: Copy of orders of Appellate Authority No. 
GMIIW7A/SB/Appeal/2004/5dt 16-3-2005. 

ExW6 

: Copy of WWl’s review petition to R1 dt. 
2^3-2007. 

ExW7 

: C:(qtyofordcis ofR5 No. 201-63/2006-Vig. 
nidt 16-7-2007. 

ExW8 

: Copyoflr.No.BSNL500-31/2002CA-ndt. 
13-12-2002. 

ExW9 

: Copy ofmemo No. TA/VIG/61(A)/2003/205/ 
7 in the case of Smt. T. ManikyalaRao, AAO 
dt 20-8-2004. 

ExWlO 

Copy of orders No. TA/Inq./Disc./56/l-10/ 
04/MD in case of Smt T. Manikyala Rao, 
AAOdt 30-6-2007. 

ExWll 

; Copy of representation of WWl to AAO 
Mjayawadadt 12-9-2008. 

ExW12 

: Copy of written statement of mana^ment 

ExW13 

Copy of rejoinder of WWl befixe ALC(C), 
Mjayawadadt 17-3-2009. 

ExW14 

: Copy of minutes of ALC(C) \fijayawada dt. 
17-3-2009 

ExW15 

: CopyoflrNo.6/21/2008-ALC.VJAdt31-3- 
2009 

ExW16 

: Copy of order No. L-40012/52/2009-IR(DU) 


dt. 23-7-2009 

Documents marked for the Re^ndent 

Ex Ml : Attested xerox copy of letter dt 10-10-2003 

of WWl to the Respondent. 

ExNC : Attested xo'ox copy of letter dated 8-3-2004 
of WWl to the Respondent 

^ 26 3FR<T, 2011 

W. OT. 2564.—1947 (1947 
^ 14)^ ttRT 

^ 25/2010) 

^ MchiHrld cfxol eft'll4 ^ 26-8-2011 ■^3tr<T 

'5311 «11 I 

[■R T^^-40011/3/2007-311^ ] 
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New DeUit, (be 26th Angnst, 2011 

S.O. 2564.—In pdumanoe of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25/ 
2010) of the Central GovermnentTndiistfialTnTwrialsaita- 
Labomr CUrurt, Oreimai as drawn in the Atmexore, in the 
industrial diqme bet we e n the employers in rdatkm to 
the managetuertt of Department ofPost and thrir workman, 
which was received by the (Central (jovemment on 26-8« 
2011. 

[No L-40011/3/2007-IR(DU)J 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXUBE 

BEKffiE 1HE C33mUL GOVIKNME^ 

iraiusnnuLiiaBiiNAi^^ couRr, 

CSODWMI 

Tuesday, the 23td August, 2011 

PRESENT: 

A. N. JANAIU)ANAN, Presidirig Officer 

Industrial Dispute Na 25/2010 

[In the matter of the dispuh; for adjudication under 
clause (d) of $ub-secti<m (1) and sub'section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of1947), 
between the Managemmit if Superintendent of Post 
(Jffices and their Workman]. 

Slip. Thennasi ... IstParfy/Petitioner 

Va 

The Senior Superintendem of Post Offices 
Department of I^Kt, 

Dindigul Division, 

Dindigul^24001 

.. 2nd Par^/Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the 1st Party/Petitioiier : M/s. S. Jothrvani, 

Advocates 

For the Znd Paity/Management : SriAAshokKuinai; 

AOese 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Older No. L-40011/3/2007-IR (PV) dated 17-5-2010 
referred the lowing Industrial I^ute to this Trdwiim 
for adjudication. 

The Schechile mmitioned in that order is: 

** Whether the action of the management of Senior 
Superintendent of Post Offices, Dindigul in 


' : I'ttw I <MUUK«I 


termination of the services of Sri P. Thennasi w.e.f 
5-8-1998 is legal and justified ? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?’" 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tifounal has ruiinbered it as ID 25/2010 arid issued notices 
to boffi sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
Adnocatcs and filed their Claim and Counter Statement as 
the case mi^ be. 

3. The oDQtentioiis in the Claim Statement briefly 
read as follows: 

Fe^umer, a qualified candidate for ED Branch Post 
Master was m>poiuted as such at I. >^d^tti, A/W 
Kaflimackyam &0., Dindigal Divisionon 14-12-1996 
as an employment exchange registoed hand. On 
17-2-1997the appouttmem was oonfiimed w.ef fixun 
14-12-1996. ifo has been worldiig without break in 
the roll of regular enqdqyees. Surprisingly, he was 
rdievedwei. 5-8-1998 meotioningMemoNo. BQ/ 
IV/dated 25-3-1S198 in the relieving report. He has 
not been issued any order or notice of termination 
dteclosing any reason. There was no any memo of 
charges issued or an enquiry conducted if 
tenotoatioa was on any charge. It is in violation of 
Article 311(ii) of the Constitution and against 
principles of natural justice. Fte had rendered more 
than 240 days of service. There is unfiiir labour 
tuacfiiQe practiced on him. It is also in violation of 
Semion25FoftheIDAct. His many a representation 
ffiough was replied positively undertaking his 
afaSQiption it h^ not been done which is another 
steMegy to prevent his approach before the 
a^ropriate authorities for grievance redressal. 
Hence the claim for his reinstatement with all 
bmiefits. 

4. Counter Statenrant contentions briefly read as 
follows; 

Mliea Sri S. Periasamy, ED Branch Post Master. I. 
N^patti was placed under put-off duty from 

3- 12-1996 petitioner applied for the post on 

4- 12-1996 and he was permitted to work as such 
under stc^-gap arrangement ten^iofarily w.e.f 

996(AN), It is int a lecruitruent as po* rules. 
A iMOVteional order of appointment was issued as 
per No. BH/IV dated 17-2-1997 informing that the 
provisional ^ipointinerit would be terminated at any 
tiiae wffiiout asagningaiiy reason and the petitioner 
has no claim for regular appointment based on his 
MyiPMentation dated 10-2-1997 residing non-ieceipt 
of pay and allowances. On the reinstatement of the 
leifukr inounbent as per order dated 22-1-1998 
petitioner was relieved on 5-8-1998. Notice of 
teimiiiation is not required for the condition alreacfy 
mentioned in the provisional appointment order. He 
was ^jpointed ody on provisional basis as stop- 
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gap arrangement and has no daim over fegidar 

appointmem. The claim is to be dismissed. 

5. The evidence consists of the oral evidence of 
WWlandEx. WltoEx. W3onthepetitiooer*ssideaad 
tfam ofMWl and Ex. Ml to Ex. M8 alt mailoed oocoanent 
on the Re8pondent*iB side. 

6. Points for coosideradoD: 

(D Whether the tenmnatioo of the services of die 
petitioner wei. 5-8-199Sisk|gal«id)aaiified? 

dO To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

Points d) and (9): 

7. Heard both sides. Perused the records* 
dociimeiits and written arguments. It is contended* inter 
alia* on behalf of the petitioner that no notice or nodoe 
payhasbeenpoidtothewoikniattbeibcehewasterininated 
from service. There is violation of Section 25F of the ID 
Act sinoe peddoner has had rendered more than 240days 
of service oondnuoosly within a period of 12 ca l e n d ar 
months. Uo^ Uxxir pTBcdoe is pcacdoed on him. Under 
RnleSafthe Service Rules ofGDS also an appointee is 
not liable fra termination without a nodoe given in wfilhig 
extending to one month. 

8. Contra contentions are that the peddoner was 
appointed only under stop-gap amngement and was not 
an appointee following the recruitmem procedure. Tlie 
provisional appointmem order specifically oontainedthe 
stipulation that he is liable to be terminated at an^ time 
without ai^ reason and he has no olaim fbr regular 
^jpdntment There is no question of issue of notice on 
termination. Though he has completed 240 days o[ 
continuous service the same does not oonlbr any li^ fbr 
hisregolarizatioa. 

9. Though the appointment of the petitiemer was* 
Moouched in the provisional appointment order* being 
Wy as stop-gap arrangement with a condition tbm he is 
liable to be terminated at any time without any reMon* die 
period of die qipoiiitnMnt seemed to have las^ for nearly 
2 years. It is not disputed that petitioner has completed 
240 days cf continuous duty during the period which is a 

^ii yrinn nq#i wd»in lqpB th«n 

is a workman entitled to the protection of the provision 
under Sectk»25F(rf‘the ID Act Admittedly* the s ai d bene fit 
has not been extended to ium. Therefrne* his teemination 
from service in violation of Section 25F of the ID Act is 
clearly bad in law and the same is dedattd null and void. 
Whether or not the petitioner is entitled to be t^ulaiiaed 
in service does not come for oonsideiation at this stage. 
For the violation of Section 25F of the ID Act the 
termination is bad and accordingly the same is set aside, 

10. In 8 case of termination being held inralid Ibr 
violation of Section 25P of did ID Act die ale einaot 


mvariabfy be anloittttic leiitttalBaieot intoservioe vrith all 
or aiy other bqiefits including hack wages. There may be 
cases where an order fi>r reinstatemen t may give rise to 
adnanistrativediflicidties or inconveniences owing to want 
of a vacancy to accommodate a person to be reinstated. 
Power of a Court or Tribunal does not exist to direct the 
executive to create a post in order to accommodate an 
incumbent Therefore* in appropriate cases the situatitm 
is to be met with an order to pay adequate compensation. 
Hence in this case the Respondem sh^ pay the petitioner 
asumofRs. 50*000as oompensatioii in limrf reinstatement 
with other benefits. It is ordered accordingly. 

11. Resultantly* it is ordered that the Respondent 
shall pay petitioner a sum of Rs. 50*000 within 30 days 
fipom the (hne of publication of the award in the Gazette of 
India* unless the Respondent is pleased to make the 

12. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A. , transcribed and typed by hiin* 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 23id August* 2011). 

A.N. JANARDANAN* Presiding Officer 

Wi t nriitt Ei a mfne d; 

Forthe IstPaity/Petitioner : WWl*SriPThennasi 

For the 2nd Party/Respondent : MWl*SfiM.Bala- 

kiishnan 

Doenments Marked: 


On the Petitioner* s tide: 


Ex No 

Date 

Description 

ExWl 

6-12-1996 

Copy of the mder of put-off duty 
issued by the Senior 
Superintendem of Post Offices, 
Dindigul Division 

ExW2 

16-1M996 

Copy of the reoeqit fiir payment 
made to Salem Pbrial Einployees 
Cooperative Society 

ExW3 

25^1998 

Copy of the delivery charges 
report 

On the Management*! ride: 

Ex No. 

Date 

Description 

ExMl 

3-12-1996 

SSPOs;DlBffigulMBinoNb. BW 
BOfiVdatnl3-U-1996 

ExM2 

4-12-1996 

Request of the petitioner* for 


employment as CDSBPM* 1 
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Ex. No. Date Description 

EX.M3 6-1M996 SSPOs,DmdigiilMemoNo. BIl/ 

BO/IV dated 4-12-1996 in which 
the petitioner was placed under 
stop-gap arrangement 

Ex.M4 14-12-1996 Charge report for transfer of 

charges of CDS BPM, 1. ^^dq)atti 
BO to the petitioner on stop gap 
anangenwnt 

Ex.h^ 10-2-1997 truest of the petitioner for p^ 

and allowances fiom 14-12-1996 

ExM7 17-2-1997 Provisional appointment order 

issued to the petitioner 

Ex.M8 22-1-1998 Order ofrevocation from Put-Off 

Duty issued to the regular 
inomilbem Sri S. Periyasamy 

3nT«l,2011 

W,3IT. 2565.—1947 (1947 
^ I4)iift 17 ^ 

aif^a5TVT/9R 

■ i8afl^nfj|/ t t;<4lto )7/2000) ^ W 

^ 26-8-2011 ^ TO ^311 «ff I 

l?:5f-40012/59/2000-3n< ant (Tit^) ] 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2565.—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Diqmtes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Oovemment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGTT/ 
NGP/207/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cuxn-Labour Court, Nagnir as shown in the 
Arineaaire, in the Iridustrial dispute between the enq^oyen 
in relation to the management of Department (ff Post and 
their workman, wliich was received by the Central 
Govemmenton26-8-2011. 

(No. L40012/S9/Z000-IR(DID] 
JOHANTOPNO, Under Sety. 

ANNOBDRE 

BCTORE SHRIJ. R CHAND, PRESIDING 

c»nvis» Cm-CUM-lABOm C^ 

NAGaniR 

CaseNa CGIT/NGV/207/2000 Date: 12-8-2011 

Party No. 1 : The Supdt of Post Office, 

Nanded Divisioii, Nanded 
(MS.)431602 

\fersu8 


Party No. 2 ; Shri Gangabishma Sopanrao Lute 

Through Secy. BhartiyaE.D. Emp. 
Union, Mastanpura, 

Nanded (M.S.)431602 

AWARD 

(Dated: 12th August, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and subsection 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (‘The Act” in 
short), the Central Govemment has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Si^>td. of Post Office, Nanded and 
their workman, Shri Oangabhisma Sopanrao Lute, for 
adjudication, as per letter No. L-40012/59/2000-IR (DU) 
dated 31-5-2000, with the following Schedule: 

SCHEDUU: 

“Whether the action of the management Supdt. 
of Post Office, Nanded Division., Nanded in 
terminating the services of Shri Gangabhisma 
SopanraoLute; Ex-EDBFM SbevdiBO (Loha), is legal 
proper and justified ? If not, to what relicT is the 
wOikman entitled ami from which date ? What oth^ 
direction are necessary in the matter ?” 

2. Being notice, tho workman, Shri Gangabhisma 
Sopanrao Lute (“die wmkman” in sbcnt) filed the statement 
ofdaimdirou^hisuni(Bi,BhaitiyaED. Bm]doyees Union 
(“the union** in short) and the management of 
Sig}erintendeiU<^IfostC)ffioe; Nanded Division, (“the parly 
No. 1) filed the written statement 

The case of the workman as projected by the union 
in the statemem (ff claim is that the WOikman enters into 
the service of the Postal Department as Branch Post 
Master (“BPM** in short) Sewadi on 16-11-1993 and he 
had been called for such appointment, through the 
Enqiloyment Exchange, Nanded and as he had been 
iqipointed as a Branch Post Master, his name was removed 
the waiting list of imeiqiloyed candidates and during 
the tenure of his service, the Comprtjent Authority, i.e. 
Assistant Si^td. of Post Offices and Mail Overseer 
inspected his office at regular interval and gave him 
“satisfoctory work result** and there was no public 
complaint against him during his service period, but on 
1-11-1995, his services were terminated without givuig him 
any oppoitufiiy to submit any e?qplanation and he was 
assured by the competent authority that he would be 
engaged in the service, some where else in Nanded 
Dhirion and believing the words df the authority, he did 
not raise any objecticm and after waiting fora considerable 
period of time, he visited the competent authority time 
and again for his appointment in service and though post 
were vacant, he was not given any appointment and ^er 
termination of his services, another candidate was 
appointed in the said post, which shows that the post of 
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BP.M. ofSewadivmvacantcm^dateofhisteiffiiiiatkm 
and during the period of his service, he hadbeen paid the 
salary of Rs. 275 phis admissible dearness and the 
termination of his service is ua&ir and due to over age 
and removal of his name from the list of unemidoyed 
candidates of employment exchange, he lost the 
employment opportunity instate and central govenunent 
and at the time of termination of his services, no 
oompensatkm was paid to him and he has no source ot 
income to maintain himself. Prayer has been made to 
declare thn termination the service die workman to 
be illegal and leinstatemmit in service with hill back 
wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in the written statetnent has 
pleaded intm*alia that the postal department is not an 
industry and the workman was engaged ontemporaty 
proviskwai and ad hoc basis as Extradepartmental BJRM., 
Sewadi Branch as the r^ular emploj^ was on put off 
duty on aocoamsffinstitntion of a citetnal case agate 
him, but the naoe ttf the workman was not spoBsanai by 
the Employaient Exdumge, Handed and toe sendces ^ 
the wotfnnan was terminated on l-ll-1995and^ffieiewas 
no question of giving him opportunity for htrter 
appoiritiiiem aad be knew very wen that bis services would 
be bixKight to an oMl at poiiit of tirne tmd no mmumice 
was given to the workman by the oompetem tehority tor 
his te-engagemem and no post was vacMt and another 
person was nOt appotnted after the termiiteon of the 
service of the workman and the r^ulm eiB{doyee was 
acquitted by die comt and hence, he was v^ismted ui 
service, due to which, the te^orary and adhoc 
appointment of die wmkman was bto^bt to an end and 
lie stood terminated aito the workman knowing ftiUy well 
that his appointment was temporary and liable to be 
terminated at any point of time, he accopied the 
^ipointnientand as sis^ he isestofped fiomchategiBg 
the same and his tmmiiiation is le^ and justified and 
apart firom the same, the workman bmng engaged on 
temporary ad hoc basis, Jie has no ri^t to seek 
regularization in service as wdl as lemstatement andashe 
did not pot three years of service, as pCT the 

GR. da^ 18-5>1979 arid on that count also, me wtemaii 
is not entitled for any relief 

4. Before delivuig into the riierit offheema; I thiiik it 
proper to deal wifo the ot^ccrion raised by tfaemam^sment 
that post office is not an industry. It is attteaty to 
mention here that the Honlile Apex Court have liiid that 
post office is an industry, within the definition of 
“industry”, because it is engaged in oommeidel activity 
(in this regard the decision of the Apex Court as ieported 
in 1997(8) SOC 767, GtMl 'Rkoom Vs. A. Siunvasiaomay 
kindly be referred to). 

5. The wmionan has exaimiied himself as ft witness 
in support of his claims. He has reiterated the facts 
mentirmed in the statemertt Qfdaiminhisevkktioe. He 


has further stated that he had completed more than 240 
dtys of continuous work with the party No. 1 and instead 
ofriiakitig him permanent, the party No. 1 terminated his 
servicesw.e.f 1-11-1995, iUeg^y and without following 
the due procedure of law, as provided under Section 25F 
and 25G of the Act and as such, the termination of his 
services is ill^al and he is entitled fix reinstatement in 
service with contituiity and back wages. In his cross- 
examination, he has stated that though he had registered 
his name in the employment exchange, he had mX renewed 
the same and he cannot produce the enqdoyment exchange 
card and also cannot assigned ariy reason for the same 
and he was appointed on temporary baris in 1993 as Extra 
Z>epartnietital Branch Post Master (“EDBPM” in short). 
He has also admitted that one Atmaram was working as 
the Branch Post Master of Sewadi inior to him and a case 
u/s. 302IPC was sifojudiced against Atmaram and as the 
murder case was going on against ^maiam, he came to be 
appointed in4m place. He te further smted that he cannot 
say as to whether during the pendency of the case of 
$hri Mnaram, pension was given to him and in his place, 
hisson, Chiateonani was appmnted. He has also admitted 
that as Atmaram was reinstated in service, his service was 
terminated and he has not filed the appointment letter 
issued in his favour 

6. It is necessary to mention here that after closure 
of the evidoice from foe side of the wfxkman, the party 
No. 1 was given chaitees for adducing evidence on its 
behalfand party No. 1 filed the affidavit of oneBalaji at 
the first instant, but subsequently it filed the afiidavit of 
witness N. V Prakashrao. However, foe said witness was 
also not produced for cross- examination and as such, the 
evidence of foe witness on affidavit was e;q>unged. The 
party No. 1 also did not advance any argument in sui^rt 
ofitsdaim. 

7. Inthe writtoi notes of argument, it was ^bmitted 
by the learned advocate for the worionan that tiu)ugh the 
workman had completed more than 240 d^ of continuous 
service, the party No. 1 illegally terminated his services 
w.e.f 1-1-1995, without following the procedure under 
Section 25F of tlm Act and engaged a fiesh hand in the 
said post, in violation of the provision of Section 25H of 
the Act and as he joined the union, his services were 
terminated by way of victimization and as such, the 
workman in entitled for reinstatement in service with 
continuity and foil back wages. 

8. Admittedly, in this case, no document has been 
filed by the partis in support of their respective claims. It 
is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of an 
ordo’, the burden Ues upon him to prove the illegality of 
the order and if no evidence is produced, the party 
invoking the jurisdiction of the court mu^ fail. In this 
case, the workman has challen^d the order cf termination 
of his services. However, he has not filed a single document 
in support of his claim. In his evidence, he has admitted 
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that due to the initiation of criminal case against 
Atmaram,!^ was working as the BPM, he came to be 
appointed in his place and as Atmaram was reinstated in 
service, his services were terminated. Such admission by 
the workman supports the claim of the management that 
the workman was appointed temporarily in place of 
Atmaiamas Atmaram was invedved in a criminal case and 
as the regular emplc^ee was acquitted by the court and 
was reinstated in service, the ad hoc temporary 
^pointment of the workman was terminated. Hence, it is 
held that the termination of the worieman cannot be held 
as a retrenchment so as to attract the provisions of Sections 
25F, 25G and 25H of the Act. In view of the discussions 
made above and the evidence on record, I find no force in 
the contentions raised by the learned advocate for the 
wotkmaa 

Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Supdt. of Post 
Office, Nanded Divn., Nand^ in terminating the 
services of Shri Gangabhisma Sopamao Lute, Ex- 
EDBPM Shevdi BO (Loha), is legal, proper and 
justified. The workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding OfBcer 

26 2011 

W.3Tr. 2566.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ tnrr 17 ^ -mm ^ 

31^ ■4' 3 f |^)pF6 

^ 

^3nf^/q5t3tt%203/2000 ) ^ t, 

^ 26-8-2011 ^ ^3tT «tl I 

l?^-40012/58/2000-3n^ 3TR ('^j 

dln'il, 3t^H 

NewDelhi, tbiC 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2566.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herdry publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
NGP/203/2000) of the Central Goveriunent Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Laboui* Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Post and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-8-2011. 

P>lo. L40012/58/2000-IR (DV)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI X P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CC3T-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/203/2000 Date: 12-8-2011 

Party No. 1 : The Supdt. of Post Office, 

Nanded Division, Nanded 
(MS.)431602 

\fersus 

Party No. 2 ; Shri Gaikwad Gopinath Bhoju. 

Through Sh. Javed Anwar, Secy, 
Bhartiy: E.D. Emp. Union, Mastanpura, 
Nandeii(M.S.)431602 

4WARD 

(Dated: 12th August, 2011) 

In exercise of the p(>' vers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sp^wjction 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Govenunent has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Suptd. of Post Office, Nanded and 
their workman, Shri Gaikwad Gopinath Bhoju, for 
adjudication, as per letter No. L-40012/58/2000-IR (DU) 
dated 30-5-2000, with the following Schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Supdt. 
of Post Office, Nanded Divn., Nanded in terminating 
the services of Shri Gaikwad Gopinath Bhoju, E.x- 
EDDA, Karegaon, BO (Loha) is legal proper and 
justified ? If not, to what relief is the workman entitled 
and from which date ? What other directions are 
necessary in the matter ?” 

2. Being noticed, the workman, Shri Gopinath Bhoju 
Gaikwad (“the workman” in short) filed the statement of 
claim, through his union, Bhartiya E D. Employees Union 
(“the Union” in short) and the management of 
Siq)erintendent of Post Office, Nanded Division, (“the party 
No. 1 in short) filed the written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman entered into 
the service of the Postal Department as Extra 
Departmental Delivery Agent (“EDDA” in short), 
Karegaon on 17-5-1993 and he had been called for such 
appointment, through the Employment Exchange, Nanded 
and as he had been appointed as an EDDA, his name 
was re.moved from the waiting list of unemployed 
candid ates and during the tenure of his service, the Mail 
Overs eer and other postal authority inspected his 
delive ry work with satisfactory result and there was no 
public: complaint against him during his service period, 
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but on 5-1-1995, his services were teiminated and another 
candidate was appointed in his place, without giving 
him any opportunity to submit any e?q>lanation and 
nobody communicate him the reason of termination of 
his services and he was assured by the competent 
authority that he would be engaged as EDDA within a 
short period in the postal division but he had not been 
given any appointment by the party No. 1 and during the 
period of his service, he had been paid the salary of Rs. 
275 plus admissible dearness and the termination of his 
service is unfair and due to over age and removal of his 
name from the list of unemployed candidates of 
employment exchange, he lost the employment 
opportunity in State and Central Government and at the 
time of termination of his services, no compensation was 
paid to him and he has no source of income to maintain 
his family. Prayer has been made to declare the 
termination of the service of the workman to be illegal 
and reinstatement in service with full back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in the written statement has 
pleaded inter alia that the postal department is not an 
industry and the workman was engaged on temporary 
and provisional basis as EDDA, Karegaon Branch on 
17-5-1993, in place of the regular employee, who was 
placed under put off duty for disciplinary action against 
him, but the name of the workman was not sponsored 
by the employment exchange, Nanded and the services 
of the workman was terminated on 5-1-1995 as the 
regular incumbent, who was on put off duty came to be 
reinstated and there was no question of giving him 
opportunity for further appointment and he knew very 
well that his services would be brought to an end at 
point of time and no assurance was given to the 
workman by the competent authority for his re¬ 
engagement and no post was vacant and another person 
was not appointed after the termination of the service 
of the workman and the regular employee was reinstated 
in service, due to which, the temporary and ad hoc 
appointment of the workman was brought to an end 
and he stood terminated and the workman knowing fully 
well that his appointment was temporary and liable to 
be terminated at any point of time, he accepted the 
appointment and as such, he is stopped from 
ch^lenging the same and his termination is legal and 
justified and apart from the same, the workman being 
engaged on temporary ad hoc basis, he has no right to 
seek regularization in service as well as reinstatement 
and as he did not put three years of service, as per the 
Government GR. dated 18-5-1979 and on that count also, 
the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. Before delving into the merit of the case, I think it 
proper to deal with the objection raised by the management 
that post office is not an industiy. It is necessary to 
mention here that the Hon’ble Apex Court have held that 
post office is an industry, within the definition of 


^"industry ”, because it is engaged in commercial activity. 
(In this regard the decision of the Hcm’ble ^lex C^uit as 
reported in 1997(8) SCC 767, GM. Telecom Vs. A. 
Srinivasrao may kindly be referred to). 

5. It is necessary to mention here that though the 
woikman was given (q>portunities to adduce evidence, no 
evidence was adduced by him. Though party No. 1 filed 
the affklavit (^K.K.K. Ku^ at first arid then the affidavit 
of Nandlal and lastly the affidavit of N. V. Prakashrao, the 
witnesses were not produced for their cross-examination 
and as such the same cannot be taken for consideration. It 
is also necessary to mention that the management did not 
advance any argument. 

6. In the written notes of argument, it is submitted 
by the learned advocate for the workman that though the 
woikman had com|deted more than 240 days of continuous 
service, the party No. 1 illegally terminated his services 
w.e.f 5-1-1995, without following the procedure under 
Section 25F of the Act and engaged a teh hand in the 
said post, in violation of the provision of Section 25H of 
the Act and as he joined the union, his services were 
terminated by way of victimization and as such, the 
woricman is entitled for reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

7. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail and 
the dispute referred by the Government cannot be 
answered in favour of the workman and he would not be 
entitled to any relief. 

8. In this case, though the woikman has challenged 
the legality of the order of termination of his service, 
neither he has adduced any oral evidence nor any 
documentary evidence in support of his claim. 

Applying the settled principles as mentioned above 
to the present case at hand, it is found that as the workman 
has failed to adduce any evidence, he is not entitled to 
any relief. Hence, 1 find no force in the contentions raised 
by the learned advocate for the woikman. Hence, it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Supdt. of Post 

Office, Nanded Divn., Nanded, in terminating the 

services of Shri (jiaikwad Gt^inath Bhoju, Ex-EDDA, 

Karegoan, BO (Loha), is legal, proper and justified. 

The woikman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2S67.^1n pursuance Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government herd^ publishes the award (Ref No. CGIT/ 
NGP/206/20(X)) of the Ontral Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cuni«Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Armejcure, in the Industrial Dilute between the emplc^ers 
in relation to the management of Department of Post and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Govemmait on 26-8-2011. 

{No. L40012/61^000-IR(DU)1 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl X P. CHAND, PRESIDING 
OmiCER, GGIFCUM-LABOUR COUIO; 
NACa>tJR 

Case Na CGIT/NGP/206/2000 
Dated, 12th August, 2011 

Party Nal: 

The Si^)dt. of Post QflBce, 

Nancted Division, Nanded, 

(MS.)431602 

\^rsus 

Party Na2: 

Shri Dharm^i Digamber Akamwar, 

Through Secy., Bhartiya E.D. Emp. 

UnuHi, Mastanpura, Nanded, 

Mahaiashtra'431602 

AWARD 

(Dated: 12th August, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) (rf 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Suptd. of Post Office, Nanded and their 
workman, Shri Dharmaji Digamber Akamwar, for 


atiyudication, as per letter No. L-40012/61/2000-1R (DU) 
dated31-5-2000, with the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action ofthe management of Suptd. of 
Post Office, I^ded Division, Nanded in terminating 
the services of Shri Dhannaji Digamba Akamwar, Ex- 
EDBPM Choramba BO (Hadgaon) is legal and 
ju^ffied 7 If not, to what relief is the woikman entitled 
and from which date ? What other direction are 
necessary in the matter ?” 

2. Being noticed, the workman, Shri Dhannaji 
Digamber Akamwar (“the workman” in short) fried the 
statement of claim through his union, Bhartiya E.D. 
Employees Union (“The Union” in short) and the 
management of Superintendent of Post Office, Nanded 
Division, (“the party No. 1 ” in short) filed the written 
statement. 

The case of the workman as projected by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman entered into 
the service of the Postal Dqrartment as Branch Post Master 
(“BPM” in short) Chorainba on 26-05-1998 and he had 
been called for such appointment, through the Employment 
Exchange, Nanded and as he had been appointed as a 
Branch Post Master, his name was removed from the waiting 
list of unemployed candidates and during the tenure of his 
service, the Competent Authority, i.e. Assistant Suptd. of 
Post Offices and Mail Overseer inspected his office at 
regular interval and gave him “satisfactory work result” 
and there was no public complaint against him during his 
service period, but on 16-6-1999, his services were 
terminated without giving him any opportunity to submit 
any explanation and he was assured by the competent 
authority that he would be engaged in the service, some 
where else in Nanded Division and believing the words of 
the authority, he did not raise any objection and after 
waiting for a considerable period of time, he visited the 
oMnpetent authority time aid again for his appointment in 
service and though posts were vacant, he was not given 
aity appointment and after termination of his services, 
another candidate was appointed in the said post, which 
shon^ that the post of B.P.M. of Sewadi was vacant on the 
date of his termination and during the period of his service, 
he had been paid the salary of Rs. 275 plus admissible 
dearness and the termination of his services is unfair and 
due to overage and removal of his name from the list of 
unempl(tyed candidates of employment exchange, he lost 
the employment opportunity in State and Central 
Oovemment and at the time of termination of his service, 
no compensation was paid to him and he has no source of 
iaoune to maintain himself Prayer has been made to declare 
the termination of the service of the workman to be illegal 
and reinstatement in service with full back wages. 

3. The party No. 1 in the written statement has 
pleaded inter alia that the postal department is not an 
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industry and the workman was engaged on temporary 
provisional and ad hoc basis w.e.f. 26-5>1998 as Extra* 
departmental B.PM, Choramba Branch but the name of 
the workman was not sponsored by the employment 
exchange, Handed and the services of the woikman was 
terminated on 16>6-1999 and diere was no question of giving 
him opportunity for further appointment and he knew very 
well that his services would be brought to an end at any 
point of time and no assurance was given to the worionan 
by the con^ietent authority for his re-engagement and no 
post was vacant and another person was not 2 q)pointed 
after the termination of the service of the workman and the 
workman was engaged as EDBPM on temporary provisional 
and ad hoc basis, as the post fell vacant due to the sudden 
demise of the regular incumbent and to complete the normal 
lecniitnient pnxxss some time was necessary, during which 
period the work of the post office could not be held in 
abeyance in public interest and as such, as per the 
recruitment ndes the workman was appointed on ad hoc, 
temporary basis and son of the deceas^ had applied for 
compassionate ai^intment and the authorities considered 
his case and accordingly the son of the deceased employee 
was appointed on regular basis as EDBPM, Choramba, 
due to which, the temporary ad hoc appointment of the 
workman was brought to an end and he stood terminated 
and the workman knowing fully well that his appointment 
was temporary and liable to be terminated at any point of 
time, he accepted the appointment and as such, he is 
estopped fix>m challenging the same and his termination is 
legal and justified and apart from the same, the workman 
being engaged on tenqx)rary ad hoc basis, he has no right 
to seek regularization in service as well as reinstatement 
and as he^ not put three years of service, as per the 
Govemm^^^dated 18-5-1979 and on that count also 
the workman is no^ entitled for any relief. 

4. Before delving into the merit of thecase, 1 think it 

proper to deal with the objection raised by the management 
that the post office is not an industry. It is necessary to 
mention here that the Hon’ble Apex Court have held that 
post office is an industry, within the definition **industty’*, 
because it is eiigaged m coirmiercial (In this legturd 

the decision of the Apex Court as reported in 1997 (8) SCC 
767, G MlbleoomVa A. Srinivasiaoni^kuxlly be referred 
to). 

5. The workman has examined himself as a witness 
in sigjpoit of his dam He has rdterated the foots mentioned 
in the statement of claim in his evidence. He has further 
stated that he had completed mote than 240 days of 
oriititiucMswakwiththeParlyNo. 1 andinstead ofmakiiig 
him pennanent, the Party hfo. 1 terminated his services 
w.e.f 16-6-1999, illegally and without following the due 
procedure of law as provided imder Sections 25-F and 
25-G of tte Act and as such, the termination of his services 
is illegal and he is entitled for reinstatement in service with 
continuity and back wages. In his cross-examination, the 


workman has admitted that he has not filed the employment 
exchange card and he cannot assign any reason for non ¬ 
filing of the said card and he had not received any order 
fiom the employment exchange that he had been called for 
by the post office, Coramba for engagement of EDBPM 
and he had received the appointment order from the post 
office, but he has not filed the same and he cannot assigned 
any reason for the same. He has also admitted that 
Gmigapandurang was working as EDBH^of Choramba and 
he died and he had received an interview letter for his 
^]pointment in Coramba villas from the postal dq>artment 
but he has not filed the same. 

6. It is necessary to mention here that after closure of 
the evidence from the side of the woikman, the party No. 1 
was given chances for adducing evidence on its behalf 
and Party No. 1 filed the affidavit of one K. Krishna Kutty 
at the first instant, but subsequent)^ it filed the affidavit of 
witness Nandlal and lastfy filed afSdavit crfN. V Prakashrao. 
However, the said witness was not produced for cross- 
examination and as such, his evidence on affidavit was 
expunged. The management also did not advance any 
argument in siqrport of its claim. 

7. In the written notes of argument, it is submitted 
by the learned advocate for the workman that though the 
workman had completed more than 240 days of continuous 
service the Party No. 1 illegally terminated his services 
w.e.f 16-6-1999, (wronglymentiooed as 1-11-1995 in written 
notes of argument) without following the procedure under 
Section 25-F of the Act and engaged a fresh hand in the 
said post in violation of the provision of Section 25-H of 
the Act and as he joined the union, his services were 
(enninated by wa^ of victimizationand as such, the woiianan 
in entitled for reinstatement of service with continuity and 
fiill back wages. 

8. Admittedly in this case no document has been 

filed by the parties in support oftheirreiq>ective claims. It 
is well settled that if a party challenges the legality of an 
order the burden lies iq)on to prove the illegality of the 

order and if no evidence is produced, the party invoking 
the jurisdiction the court must fail. In this case, the 
workman has challenged the order of termination of his 
services. However, he has not filed a single document in 
support of his claim. In his evidence, he has admitted that 
Gangapandurang was working as EDBPM of Coraniba and 
he died. This witness has denied the suggestion that after 
the cfeath of Ganga Pandurang, he was ^rpointed and that 
Ashok, the Son of Ganga Pandurang got regular 
appointment as EDPBM, so his services were terminated. 
Tte woikman has not filed any document in regard to his 
appointment and termination of his services and he has 
also admitted that he cannot assign any reason for u 
same. The admission of tite workman that Gangapanduraiit; 
was working as EDBPM and he died, supports the cioii a of 
the Party No. 1 to some extent. Hence, it is held that i ;.c 
termination of the workman cannot be held 
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fctreochment, so as to attiact the provisions of Sections 
25*F, 25>G and 25*H of the Act. In view of the discussions 
made above and the evidence on record, I find no force in 
the contentions raised by the learned advocate for the 
wwkman. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Suptd. of Post 
Office, Handed Divn., Handed, in terminating the services 
OfSfaii DhannigiDigBiitoAlannvai; Ex'^BPM, Choianto 
BOQiadgaon), is legal, propo'and justified. The workman 
is not entitled to aiQr relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer. 

26 3TrR?t,2011 

"miM* 2 s 6 a.-- ^fn ^t^ K 3 Tfaf^ 1947 (1947 

m 14) 17 ^ 

at^srn 15tf^ ^ mm 

arfinRwr ^ 

#jftan<d/^MWt/296/2000) ^ ^ %, ^ 

^ 26-8-2011 UPd f3tT «n I 

T5?r-140I2/16/2000-3IT^ m ] 

Hew Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2568,—^In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CCIT/ 
HGP/296/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tn1>unal>cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the 
Annesaire, in die Industrial Dispute tetween the employers 
in relation to the management of Station Comman^rand 
their worionan, which was received by the Central 
OovemmoiKn26-8-2011. 

INo. L-14012/16^000-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BETOIK SHRI J. P, CHAND, PRESIDING 
(^HnM::Gn<iiM4AH0iJRC0URr, 
NAGPUR 

CfewNa CGrr/NG^/296/2000 
Dated, 10th August, 2011 

1: 

ThtSitttkmCommmider, 14, C&MU, Airforce (CSD 
Cititem), Sooegaon, Naa3ur-440001 

\fetsus 

Piety No. 2: 

Shri ABhdk S. Khonde, Shivajinagar, P.O.: Airport, 
Hr«pisi^40001 


AWARD 

Dated: 10th August, 2011 

In exercise of the powers conferred 1^ clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Indusirial Diqwte Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in short), 
the Central Govmunent has referred the industrial dispute 
between the employers, in relation to the management of 
the Station Commander, C&MU, Airforce and their 
workman, Shri Ashok S. Khonde, for adjudication, as per 
letter No. L-14012/16/2000-IR (DU), dated 25-9-2000, with 
the following Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Station 
Commander, 14, C&MU, Airforce (CSD CaiUeen), 44 
Wjig Airfcnce, Sonegaon, Na^ur in terminating the 
sovices of Shri Ashok S. Khon^ Ex-workman w.e.f 
30-10-98 is legal, proper arKljustified ? If not, to what 
relief is the workman oititled and fiom which date ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, notices were sent to 
the parties for filing of their respective statement of claim 
and written statement, in response to which, the workman 
Shri Ashok S. Khonde ( “the woikman” in short) filed the 
statement of claim and the management of the Station 
Commander, 14, C&MU, Airforce (CSD Canteen) C'the party 
No. 1“ in short) filed the written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he came to be appointed as a 
helper in the store department of the canteen of the 
Airforce w.e.f. 6-6-1991 on full time basis and though he 
was engaged on full time basis, he was not being paid 
the minimumwagesforthesameand the party No. 1 isa 
Industry in view of its commercial activities where 
different articles, starting from sugar to liquor are being 
sold and he is a workman and when he demanded for 
paortneaoa of the minimum wages, regularization in service, 
medical and other facilities, the party No. 1 being 
enraged, terminated his service w.e.f. 30-10-1998. The 
further case of the woikman is that in the year 1994 and 
in the year 1997 also, the party No. 1 without any reason 
and iMormation had terminated his services and on 

29- 9-1994 and20-l-1997, there were settlements between 
him and party No. 1, before the Assistant Labour 
Commi88icHter(Centiiil), Nagpur during conciliation and 
by virtue of such settlements he had been taken back in 
work and as the termination of his services on 

30- 10-1998 is illegal and the same is being without 
following the legal provisions as provided in the Act, he 
is entitled for reinstatement in service with continuity 
and full back wages. 

3. The Party No. 1 has pleaded in the written statement 
Inter-alia that the workman was appointed orally in the 
capachy of acaaial hdperin the Unit Run Canteen (“URC” 
in short) of the then 44 wing. Airforce Station, Sonegaon, 
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NigpurmeX 6^1991 andinttiBiiy he was paid Rs. 150 
towhfdi his Bioathfy wages and te was in continonus 
an|iloyiiwiaiin30-M994aDdfie^ 14-1996 onwaniB, he 
icmsiiifld rtwent withoBt any imimation to the URC 
mana g em e it apdott l-g»1994,theiwriBBiaaiiaKbaoomp to 
bdfarethe ALC (CeotndX Nhgpui; aflegingftat his aervioes 
were tenmnaled without assigiting aiQr leasott sad it had 
submitted its wiittm statement on 244*1994 befbte the 
ALC, stating that the workman was never a regotar 
en^oyee and be wasapart time woriceroniemporar y basis 
and he was to work for 3 hours per day for few di^ ta a 
month and he was very inegular in his attendance and with 
the intervention of the ALC, there was an anucafaie 
settlement and according to the terms of the saidsettiBBsent, 
the wotkman was taken back in service; but he w» not 
paid the wages for the period of his absent and Ihepenod 
of absence was condoi^ and the workman was treated as 
in continuous service nationally for the said period of 
absence and the workman was reinstated in snvioe w.e.f. 
1>10-1994 and an entry pass was also issued to him. The 
further case rfthepaityhfo. 1 isthattheworkmaniemained 
absent without airy intimation from 27-5-1996 to 31-549% 
and on his resummg duties, he ndxniited a leave 
along with a medical cotificate for the period oiBhseace 
and he was in the habit of remaining abseitt fiom duties 
andheremainedahsentfeomthitiesonllth, 13thaiidl6th 
Sqjtoidxr, 19%, witirothaiiypriorpeimissunorii^ra^iofi 
and therefore, theOffe^or Incharge of URC imied a du>w 
cause notice dated 18-9-19% to him and asked for his 
e7q)lanation as to why his wages for 3 days shou^wot be 
deducted and the workman submitted a leave ^p^ication 
on 30th September, 19%, along with a medical certi&ate 
dated 28th Sq)tembc»^, 1S%, stating that he oouldnot able 
to attend duties on 11th, 13fo and 16th Sqttrasber, 19%, 
due to sickness and he had also stated tiiat as noboify was 
available with him, he could not submit the plication 
earlier and on perusal of medical certificate produced by 
the workman btfore the management of IHC, it was found 
that the said medical certificate did rut iiidicmetiiettoter^ 
the illness (malaria fever) the workman and it wwcmly 
mentioned in the same that he was advised for kawelill 
23rd September, 19% and he would be fit to tesmaae his 
duties on Ist October, 19% and the medical certifiemewK 
found not to be relevant with the absence ofi^ wotfaiian 
on 11th, 13thand 16th September, 19%andastliewQilmwD 
did not submit any reply to the show cause ne^ dmed 
19-9-1996, a reminder was issued vide onfer dated 26-9- 
19% directing the woilanan to subinit his diow cause notice 
within 3 days of receipt of the letter and on 30th September, 
1996 itself, the woiWan filed an application before the 
ALC (Central) Nasnir, raisiiig in Indufiriial Dispide j^^tng 
terminating of his services w.e.f. 18-9-1996 and tiie ALC 
vide his letter dated 30-9-19%, asked the URC managemoit 
to submit their (xmiments and the managmnent submitted 
the reply on 16-10-19% and on 10-1-1997 an amicable 
settlement took place before the ALC Nagpur wherein it 


was agreed tiiat the woikmanwouldbeUriDenbock in service 
w.eX 13-t-1997aiidtheperiodofabieiioefiQm 18-9-19% 
to 12-1-1997 would be treated as ooBtinoous service 
notiooaUybm tlK workman would nolboeiitiiled for w^ 
for the period and it was ^ agieed^bit whenever 
the jaanagoneiit would tamisate te amvices of the 
workman, one iiionth*s aoticc^ oce^WBiife'i weprr, in 
lieu of aiotioe would be offered to the woriamnegd an 
atgKMnttnento^dated 34-1997cametobe issued to the 
workman aUowiog him to join w^eX 13-1*1997, on a 
consolidated payment of Rs. 500 per memh, with the 
working hocrefiwm830amtol2.30pB adMe m g1h swodang 
digrs and according to the torras and^oamfetioas of 
appomtmeitttotliBpoatofhei^timwQilaiianwasfleqii^ 
to deposit a cash security of R& tjOO&aod the woifonan 
made a representation to deduct Rs. lOOper month fiom 
his salary towards the cash security, on ground of his 
*i)ot in a position to dqmsil Rs. 2,000 at a time and his 
rgnesmitation was oonstdend by the Officer Inchai^ of 
the canteen and his reciuest was acceded to and the 
woricman acknowl^ged and accepted the terms and 
omiditions of the appointment order dated 3-6-1997 and 
the workman remained absent on 4-5-1997joul 5-5-1997 
without aity intimation imd be submitted the leave 
application on6-6-1997and as he was a lowpsid employee, 
a lenient view was taken mid his leave application was 
gamed and on 16-9-1997, the workman wascaught red- 
handed by sei:^^t A. K. Dub^, who was the Officer 
Indiarge ci the canteen, while the workman was tampering 
with his atteiulance register and the woricman tore off the 
origiiial papers of the attendance raster mid made new 
entries of hu own in the attendance register and the 
management was of the opinion to initiatenecessaiy action 
against him and a letter was issued by ffie^Bcer Inchaige 
ofthecanteen to the Appointing Autiiotity on 19-9-1997 to 
that effect and after the incident dated 16-9-1997, the 
workman left the premises of the U1U3 at 8.30 am and 
thereafter did not turn up and an absent report was issued 
by the Officer Incharge of the canteen on 6-10-1997 and 
the workman approached the Officer Incharge of the 
Canteen and voluntarily withdrew his cash security of 
Rs. 2,000 on 30-6-1998, which indicated that he was not 
interested in continuing with the empl(tyment and the 
workman kqit iraim for about 28 months till 21-12-1999 and 
with an ulterior motive, rai^ the dispute before the ALC, 
Nagpur alleging that his services were terminated by the 
managemem w.e.f. 30-10-1998 without following the 
provision contained in Section 2S-F of the Act, but as a 
matter of fact, though the management was desirous of 
taking action against the workman, neither issued any 
termination letter nor orally terminated his services as 
alleged by him and before the ALC also, it had stated that 
the services of the workman was not terminated and the 
wokman remained absent himself from duties w.e.f 16-9- 
1997, wifooutany prforimiinationaiidas such, theworionan 
is not entitled for any relief 
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4. Besides the documeotaiy evidence, both the 
parties have led oral evidence in the case. 

The workman has examined himself as a witness in 
support of his claim. In his e xaminatio n -in-chief, which 1$ 
on affidavit, he has reiterated the &cts mentioned in the 
statement of claim. However, in his cross-examination, he 
has stated that no written order of ^pointment was issued 
to him by the management of the Airforce and he was paid 
Rs. 150 per month at the time ofhis initial appointment and 
the letter dated 5-6-1996 (Exhibit M-3) was given by him to 
the management and no security deposit was taken at the 
time of appointment and management used to deduct 
Rs. 100 from his salary and no written order was given 
regarding his removal from service. 

5. One Babulal a seigeant of the Airforce has been 
examined as a witness on behalf of the party No. l.This 
witness also in his evidence has reiterated the facts 
mentioned in the written statement In his cross-examination 
also he has stated that the woikman worked from 6-6-1991 
to March, 1994 continuously and he remained absent from 
1-4-1994 for four months and the medical certificate filed 
by the woikman in support of his illness was held by the 
management not be genuine. The assertion of this witness 
that the workman left the premises of the canteen after the 
incident of 16-6-1997, and that he was not terminated from 
service by the management has not been seriously 
challenged in the cross-examination and such assertion of 
the witness has remained virtually unchallenged. 

6. In the written notes of argument, it has been 
submitted by the learned advocate for the workman that 
the woikman was in continuous service of party No. 1 from 
6-6-1991 and his services were terminated on 30-10-1998 
and from the date of his termination, the workman is 
unemployed and therefore he is entitled to be reinstated in 
service with full back wages and as the workman was 
terminated from service, without holding enquiiy, he is 
entitled to be reinstated in the service with full back wages. 
In support of such contentions, reliance has been placed 
on the decisions repotted in 2008 (1) Mh. L.J. 448 (Sudhakar 
Chindu Bhadane Vs. Niphad Taluka Education Soci^) 
and 19961CLR-172 (Ongaram K. Meddsar Vs. Zenith Safe 
Mfg. Co. & Others). 

7. (Dn the other hand, it is submitted by the learned 
advocate for the management in the written notes of 
argument that the reference is not maintainable as the 
workman was never terminated from service w.e.f. 
30-10-1998 as alleged by him and the workman withdrew 
the security deposit on 30-6-1998, wiiich he had deposited 
with the management and thereafter filed the felse reference 
and therefore, the workman is not entitled for any relief 

8. Peiused the record including the statement of claim, 
written statement, evidence adduced by the parties and 
the written notes of argument. It is not disputed that the 
workman was in the employment of party No. 1 from 


6-6-1991. It is also not disrated that there was a settlement 
between the parties before the ALC (Central), Nagpur on 
29-9-1994 a^ as per the terms of settlement, for the period 
from 1-4-1994 to 29-9-1994, the period of absence of the 
workman was treated as continuatimi in service iK>tionally 
and the workman was not paid any wages for the said 
period and in view of such settlement, the workman wa^ 
taken back to woik. It is also not disputed that there was 
another settlement between the parties on 10-1-1997, in 
regard to the absence of the woikman from duty and 
according to the terms of the said settlement, the period 
frrom 19-9-1996 to 12-1-1997 was treated as continuous 
service notionally and the workman was not paid any wages 
for the said period and in view of such settlement, the 
workman was again taken * j work. 

In this case, the case of the workman is that, he was 
terminated from service oi 30-10-1998, whereas, the party 
No. 1 has taken the plea tnat the woikman abandoned the 
service from 16-9-1997 and also withdrew the cash security 
ofRs. 2,000 deposited by hi on 30-6-1998 and this is not 
a case of termination of s'^rvice, but a case of abandonment 
of service by the woikman. Management has filed the 
documents regarding the settlement dated 29-9-1994 and 
10-1-1997, the appointment order of the workman dated 
3-6-1997, the ^plication of the applicant for deduction of 
the cash security of Rs. 2,000 from his pay in instalment 
and the orders passed thereon by the Authority, the 
documents regarding acceptance of the workman to abide 
the terms and conditions of the service and the letter written 
by the Officer Incharge of the canteen regarding the 
absence of the workman from 16-9-1997 to his higher 
authority. From the documents it is found that the workman 
was employed as a part time employee on fix salary of 
Rs. 500 per month. It is also found from the documents and 
the oral evidence on record that the woikman also received 
the cash security. Though the workman has mentioned in 
his statement of claim and has stated in his evidence on 
affidavit that his services were terminated by the 
management, neither he has mentioned in the statement of 
claim nor has stated in his evidence as to whether his 
services were terminated by any Oral order or by written 
order. It is also found that the workman though has claimed 
that his services were terminated on 30-10-1998, he did not 
take any action till 2002. He also did not write any letter to 
the management for taking him bade in service. So from the 
evidence on record it is found that the woikman abandoned 
the service himself on 16-9-1997, when he was found by 
the Authority of tampering with the attendance register. 
The oral evidence of the witness for the management 
coupled with the documents filed by the management amply 
prove such fact. The documents filed by the workman 
related to the period from 1-6-1991 to 10-1-1997. The 
woikman has not filed any document to show that he worked 
beyond 16-9-1997. The workman has filed the xerox copies 
of two temporary pass issued in his favour. He did not file 
the temporary pass issued in his favour after he was taken 
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back in service on 13>1-1997. In the temporaty passes the 
validity had been renewed in evety month. Thexeroxoopy 
of the two passes show that the pass was last renewed up 
to 28'-2>1996. If the pass issued in his flavour after he was 
taken back to duty on 13-1>1997, from the same, it could 
have been find out as to whether the pass was renewed 
after September, 1997 and from the same it could have been 
found out that the claim of the worionan is true and claim cf 
party No. 1 is not true. 

So for the two decisions cited by the learned advocate 
for the workman in support of the contentions raised on 
behalf of the workman, are concerned with respect, I am of 
the view that the same have no application in the present 
case at hand, as in the decision reported in 2008(1) Mh. 
L. J.448 (Supra), the question before the Honl>le Court was 
tegardir^ non-compliance of Section 16 (tf the hfoharashtra 
Employees of Private School (Conditions of Service) 
Regulation Act and as the said specific provision was not 
complied with, the Ifon’ble Court was pleased to discard 
the defence taken by the Mthority regarding voluiUarily 
abandoned of ^rvice by the petitioner in that case and in 
the decision rqxHted in 1996 (1) (XR172 (Supra) there was 
no other evidence in the ^'ase referred in the decision except 
the evidence of word against word. In this case, except the 
oral evidence adduced by the party No. 1, other documents 
have been filed relating to the period, when the dispute 
was not raised by the workman, in support of the plea 
taken by the party No. 1 of abandon of the service by the 
workman. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

That the workman voluntarily abandoned the 
services and this is not a case of termination of service and 
as such, the reference is not maintainable. The workman is 
not entitled for any relief. The reference is disposed off 
accordingly. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
26 scpPRf, 2011 

2569,—1947 (1947 
14 ) '^ WtJ 17 ^ 

aqfimoT vji m ^ wn 

12/2005 ) ^ ^ ^ 26 - 8-2011 

^ -ara ^30 8TTI 

[■R T5el-40025/l/2011-3n| 3TR 

New Delhi, the 26th August, 2011 

S.O. 2569.—In pursuance of Sectitm 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Art, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2005) 


of the Central (Soveiiunent Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ifydeiabod as shown in the Annexuie in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BSNL and th^ workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on26-8-2011. 

[No.L40025/l/2011.IR(DU)] 
JCWANTOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXDRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRffiUAL-ail^LABOlJRCOUirrAT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: 

Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer 
Dated, the 25th Day of July, 2011 
Industrial Di^te L.C. No. 12/2005 

BETWEEN: 

Sri K Vy^ Kumar, 

S/oPtabhuDas, 

R/oQ. No. B4, Mamilla Gudem, 

Khanunam ... Petitioner 

AND 

L The Diiector General (PersonnelX 
B.S.N.L. SancharBhavan, 

20, Ashoka Road, New Delhi. 

1 The Chief Cjeneral Manager, Telecom, 

AP. Circle, Door Sanchar Bhavan, 

Naiig)ally, Ifydeiabad-1. 

3. The General Manager, Telecom District, 

Khanmiaiii, Khatnrtiam District 

4. The Sub-Divisional EngiiKer(Adinn.) 

(>oGM.T.D., KhanunamIlistrict ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner; M/s. Syed L^eef, B. Ramesh 

Kumar, Mohd. Yusuiuddin & 

Y.R, Babu, Advocates 

For the Re^ndents: Sri B. R^vardhana Redcfy, 
Advocate 

AWUU) 

This claim petition under Sec. 2A(2) of the I.D. Act, 
1947 hashes filed by Sri K. X^jayaKumar, anex. casual 
labour of Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., challenging the 
alleged oral termination order dated 15-9-2003 and to 
reinstate him in the service with back wages and for 
regularization as regular employee of the Respondent 
management 

3. It has been alleged by the Petitioner that he was 
rtigaged as casual labour on 17-10-1995 the Sifo- 
Divisional Engine^' (Adnui) Telecom on daily wage basis 
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andPetiticmer workedupto M>1997. Pedtioiifer was getting 
Rs. 40A per day which was being paid to him once in a 
month. The Petitioner has woric^ for 264 days and 
theieafier his services were terminated Then he approached 
Hbnl)Ie Cetiial Administmtive Tribuiial thixM^ OA No. 16/ 
1998 for grant of temporaiy status in their organization. 
Said OA was disposed of with direction to examine the 
chum of the P^itioner and take appropriate decision and 
not to disengage the Petitioner for two weeks. However, 
theReqxnidentdidnot consider the case of the Petitioner 
andPedtioPCTwasdisengagedw.e.f 3-2-1998.Dissatisfied 
with die action ofthe Responds Petitioner filed CP. Nd.26/ 
199$inOAN6.16/1998which was disposed of with diiection 
to consider Petitioner’$ case. But the Respondent did not 
consider the case of the Petitioner. Thus, the purpose of 
<q]pro8chingHoa*bIe Central Administrative Tnbunal could 
not fiilfil and PetitKmer again filed 0A No. 1634/99 in which 
interim order was passed to consider the case of the 
Petitioner afiesh^ giving prefisrence over new candidates. 
Bven after the ordor in OA No. 1634/99, the Petitioner's 
case was not considered for regularization or fresh 
appointment. While finalizing fiesh tender to M/s. 
Sri\fenkateswara lfaTdwares,Khammamby Re^ndoit, 
the Petitioner again approached Hon’ble Central 
A dmi nistrative Tribunal by way of OA No. 28/2000 in which 
interim order was passed for maintaining 'status quo* on 
7-1-2000. While the status quo was in force, the Respondeiti 
continued the contract system with previous contractor. 
The Petitioner was re-engaged as contract labour but not 
as casual labour fimn 18-7-2000 and he has worked in that 
capecitytill 15-9-2001. Petitioner along with other contract 
labours was discharged by a oral order dated 15-9-2003. 

4. It has fiirther been submitted that Department of 
Teleooinniiinication introduced "Casual Labours (Grant of 
T bmporaiy Status and Regula r i zati on) Scheme, 1989’'wiiidi 
was extended in the year 1993 and again in the year 1998. 
Asper the Scheme, vacancies in Group ‘D* was to be filled 
up exclusive^ 1^ regularizing the casual labours till the 
vacanQT in the Choup 'D' category were available. The 
DOT c^ed for the reqpiiied information from all theunits. 
Khammam SSA also received the letter from Assistant 
Director, who responded that no casual labour is woildng 
Khammam as such, the Petitioner was not regularized nor 
his case was consid^ed. Tl^ engagement of the contract 
labour was stopped fiom 1-3-1977. Petitioner approached 
Hon*Ue Central AdininistiativeTribunal, (fydera^again 
for regularization of his services but no action was taken 
as such, he has tqiproached this Tribunal for quashment of 
his termination order and reinstatement into service. 

5. Counter statement has been filed by the 
Respcmcient manageinent Tb^ have alleged thatPetiticmer 
was engaged on casual basis in Khammam SSA during 
the years 1995,1996 and 1997 and he worked for a total 
period of264 days till 1997. Thereafter he was engaged 
through a contractor which remained in force from 


26-3-1997 and it was dispensed with from 1-2-2002. No 
Contract labour was engag^ w.e.f. 1-2-2002. The Petitioner 
was paid as casual ]abounq)to 1-4-1997. They have admitted 
that Petitioner filed OA No. 16/1998andofderpassed therein 
but have contended that Petitioner’s representation was 
examined but he was not found fit and was disengaged on 
3-2-1998 in view of the order of Hon’ble Central 
Administrative Tribunal dated8-1-1998. They have further 
admitted that the Petitioner filed C.P. No.26/1998 which 
was closed. The Petitioner’s representation was disposed 
of as he was not found eligible for confirmation of 
tmiqxirary status. The Department of Telecommunication 
vide letter No.270-6/84 STN, dated 30-3-1985 imposed a 
ban for engagement of casual labour and this was extended 
for project work vide letter dated 22-6-1988 and total ban 
was inqx>sed vide letter dated 12-2-1999 as such, after the 
imposition of the ban no casual labour was employed by 
the Respondent Petitioner’s case does not fall within the 
purview of the Scheme originated 1^ the Dqiartment, the 
Petitionar was not a casual labour on the relevant period as 
aich, his case was not considered nor he was found to be 
fit for confirmation of the regular status. Petitioner has 
filed several OAs before Hon’ble Central Administrative 
Tribunal but he could not get any favourable order from 
Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal. After his failure 
to get relief in his favour from Hon’ble Central 
Adnunistrative Tribunal he has ai^roached this Tribunal 
after mudi delay and latches. The petition is devoid of 
nunit and deserves to be dismissed. 

6. Petitioner has filed his affidavit in chief and 
ai^emed for cross-examination. He has marked 15 
documents Exs. W1 to W15 available on this record. 
Respondent management has filed affidavit of Sri P. 
Jaimlaiah, A.GM. (Adnm.) but did not produce him for 
cross examination. The cross examination was forfeited. 
The matter was posted for argument. But neither party 
appeared for arguments. Hence, I have myself gone through 
t^entire foots and documents and statement of witnesses 
to arrive at the conclusions as under: 

(]Q Whether Petitioner’s disengagement from the 
service was legal and justifiable and 

(10 As to whether Petitioner deserves to get any 
rdief fiom this Tribunal or not ? 

7. Polat No. (1) : It has been alleged in the claim 
statement that Petitioner was earlier engaged as casual 
labour and he worked as casual labour for three years and 

those three years he worked for 264 days, as such 
he was entitled for regularization into the services. During 
course of cross-examination it was suggested that he 
wmksd imder contractor prior to 1-5-1997. This suggestion 
appears to be incorrect because the Respondent 
mana^ment has itself in para 1 of the counter statement 
stated that Petitioner was a casual labour upto 1-4-1997. 
Thus, the suggestion of the Respondent that prior to April, 
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1997, the Petitioner woiiced as contract labour does not 
{q;q)eartobe correct However, after 1*S-I997the Petitiono* 
bimseif claims to be a contract labour vide his own 
allegations made in para 9 of daim statement wherein he 
himself has stated that he was re-engaged as contract labour 
from 18-7-2000. It means that after April, 1997Petitioner’s 
services were terminated. He was reengaged as contract 
labour on 18-7-2000. Meaning thereby the scheme of 
"Casual Labours (Grant of Temporary Status and 
Regularization) Scheme, 1989" was not ^licd>le inthe 
case of the Petitioner, because as per tUs scheme the 
temporary status was to be conferred on all these casual 
labours who were currently employed and should have 
rendered a continuous service of atleast one year out of 
which they must have been engaged on work for a period 
of 240 days (206 days in case of officers observing five 
days week). The scheme of 1989 is said to be extended in 
the year 1993 and again in 1998. ThePetitioner’s claim is 
that he was entitled to be absorbed or given temporary 
status in the year 1998 but as per the condition of the 
scheme or regulaiizatian, the Petitioner should have been 
working as a casual labour in the year 1998, however, as 
per his owncmitention he was discharged from the services 
in the year 1997and during the years 1995 to 1997 he put in 
264 d^s, whereas for claiming the ben^t of scheme the 
Petitioner has to prove that he has worked for 206 days in 
one calendar year. This important fact has not been stated 
in the claim statement. 

8. In his daim statement the Petitioner has nowhere 
stated that he has worked for 240 days or 206 days in one 
calendar year as such, the claim of the Petitioner to be 
regularized or to be absorbed in regular vacancy would not 
have been considered as Petitioner was not ^titled for 
regularization in the scheme of regularization of the casual 
labours. Either in the year 1989 or in 1993 or in 1998. 

9. It is admitted case ofthe Petitioner that he was not 
VK>riang as casual labour in the year 1998. The condition 
ptfecedent as narrated the Petitioner in para 10 of the 
claim statement is that the casual labour must be currently 
employed in the Department. In the year 1993 admittedly 
Petitioner was not in the service and before the year 1998 
Petitioner was retrenched or terminate from the service. 
Thus, the case of the Petitioner is not covered either under 
the sciemeofl993Qr scheme of1998 and Dq)artnient has 
not committed ai^ illegality or unjustifiability in not 
granting terr^raiy status to the Petitioner. In the year 
1998 as ^r his own admission and contention of the 
Mtionerinpara9 of his claim statement he was re-eng^ed 
as contract feAxHiT, the “Casual L^urs (grant ofTempoiaty 
status and Regularization) Scheme, 1989” was applicable 
to the casual labours only and not to contract labours as 
such, the Petitioner was not entitled for regularization as 
he was not woiking as a casual labour in any or the years 
when scheme was in operation. No other point has been 
raised by the Petitioner. 


10. So frr as question of employment of Petitioner as 
casual worker is concerned the management has filed 
Department of Telecommunications letter No. TA/STB/9- 
l/RULGS/KW/99 dated 10-12-1999 imposing the ban on 
the employment ofthe casual labour. Though the Petitioner 
worker has denied that any ban was imposed but the copy 
of the letter is filed which is available on the record is 
proved that there was ban on the fresh employment of the 
casual worka in the Department of Ibleoormnunication as 
such, the management has not committed any illegality in 
not re-engaging the Petitioner worker as casual labour in 
the Department. 

11. From the above discussion and material/ 
documents available on record, this Tribunal is of the 
opinion that the disengagement of the Petitioner in the 
year 1997 was neither illegal nor unjustifiable. Petitioner 
has approached this Tribunal after lapse of 8 years for 
regularization and re-employment, though prior to it the 
Petitioner has ^preached Hon’ble Central Administrative 
Tribunal which forum is also available to the Petitioner but 
Hon’ble Central Administrative Tribunal has not granted 
any relief to the Petitioner by passing a specific order for 
re-engagement or re-appointment of the Petitioner. 

12. Petitioner has not been able to prove before this 
Tribunal that he is entitled for re-engagement as such, his 
termination order can not be said to be iUe^ or unjustifiable. 
Point No. 1 is decided accordingly. 

13. Point No. n: The Petitioner workman has not 
been able to prove that management has illegally terminated 
him from his services as such, the management has not 
committed aity mistake in terminating the services of the 
Petitioner. Hence, Petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 
Point No. II is decided accordingly. 

14. From the above discussion, this tribunal comes 
to the conclusion that the disengagement of the Petitioner 
is legal and justified and he is not entitled for any relief and 
petition deserves to be dismissed. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt P. Phani (jowri, Pei^nal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 25th day of 
My, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding Officer 
A]^)eodix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses aamined for die 

for the Petitioner Re^mtent 

WWl:SriK.VijayKuinar MWl :SriP. Jamalaiah 

Documents marked for the Petitiooer 

Ex. W1: C^py of statement showing No. of days worked 
Ity Petitioner 

EX.W2: CopyofordermOANo.16/1998 
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BcW3: of representation of WWl 

EX.W4: CapyofoidCTmCP.Nb.26/1998dt.31-5-1999 

Ex. W5: Copy of order in OA No. 1634/1999 
dL2-ll-1999 

Ex.W6: Copy of representation for re-engagement to 
Respmident WWl 

Ex. W7: Copy of Older in OA No. 28/2000 dt. 7-1-2000 

Ex. W8: Copy of conduct certificate 

Ex. W9: Cpy extract of Notification No. S.O. 779(E) 
dt 9-12-1976 

Ex. WIO; Copies of letter Nos. TA/STB/20-2/Corr/98 
dt ^98&R&E/2-6/VW17,dt 1?-10-1998 

EX.W11: Ci^cf Ir. No. TA/STB/20-2-Gcnl/2001 dt. 19/ 
206-2001 

" E3lW 12 : Copy of Ir. No. R&E/2-6/I/2K-2K 1/58 
1 ;;\ dL 24-1-2002 

: Ex.W13: Copy of Ir. No. R&E/2-6/1/2000-2001/58 

EX.W14: Copy of letter No. R&E/1-6/VII/2000-01 
dt. 14-3-2001 

EX.W15: Copy of Ir. No. TA/STB/20-37/KHM/2000/9 
dt.23-3-^1. 

documents marked for the Respondent 

. ^ ■ ■■ NIL 
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^ ^ ^ih'ikT ^ 

r;. 

■^FTR 0^ yfci^diiT ^ 3T«inT 

yRifrd ^ ■f; 

3^ HO ^ Rh <i*Kl ^ 

3Tf^®h<.»i ski "^THT 

■SRT: 31^ ^<«hK STf^f^TRR, 1947 

(1947 ^ 14) ^^IRl TtST ^ 3PiW 

■1^ ^.n^&Ki ^ ^>Tcfl t, 

f5Rm ■gSqim 4>ld*WI fVh ^ 'Rlf^ 

■RIfr ^ 

'=RFT1^, ^ yldml4 ^ ^ 


3?k 3?lfilPi«h uro lo ^ 

(l"^) FRl "JR?! TlfSRRf ^ TRlIn ^ "FeRT 
PiqiS ^ ^^4 q><.^ 

t I •FW T!«sSHr 3rf%R>r>T 6 TTtM ^ 3^ 

I 

'RET ^ ■Qn?i ^ 

^ihrkI ^ *id4>idi wmF ^ 7fr4) 

1 - 6-2000 

^41 W T?^ 1 -1 -1998 %Trai RtTT/RRT 

^ Riff, ^^ ^ ynr t ? ” 

T3!i?T-22012/304/2006-3Tlf 3TR (#-II) ] 
Tl^> 3TfVR>T^ 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 29th August 2011 

S.O. 2570.—Whereas the Central Govt, is of the 
opinion that an industrial dispute exists between the 
employers in relation to the management of FCI and their 
workmen in re^)ect to the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the dispute involves question of 
national importance and also is of such nature that the 
establishment of Food Corporation of India situated in 
more than one State are likely to be interested in, or affected; 

And whereas the Central Government is of ihe 
opinion that the said disputes should be adjudicated by 
the National Tribunal; 

Now, therefore, the Central Government, in exercise 
ofthepowCTs conferred by Section 7BoftheI.D. Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), hereby constitutes a National Industrial 
Tribunal With the Head (Quarters at Kolkata and appoint 
Justice Shii Manik Mohan Saikar, presently Presiding 
TOffioei;:t!GIT<um-L.C.,Kolkata as its Presiding Officer, and 
in exeici'se of the powers conferred by Sub-Section (1 A) of 
Section 10 of the ID. Act, hereby refers the said Industrial 
Dispute to the said National Tribunal for adjudication. The 
said National Tribunal shall give its award within a period 
of six months. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Union for extending 

Assured Career Progression Scheme to 
^tPepartmentalized woikers ofFCI w.e.f 1-6-2000 and 
. grant of HRA/CQ A w, e.f. 1 -1-1998 at par with Port & 

Dock Workers at Kolkata Port is legal and justified? 

If not, to what relief the workers are entitled ?” 

[No,L-22012/304/2006-IR(C-II)| 
T D.S.S. SRINIVASARAO, Desk Officer 
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